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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Welfare-to-Work Revisited

2 UO0OOEUaA

One of the central features of the Temporary Ass
is promoting work and job prepar at itohmadfceeri vpar ent
cash assistance. TANF was a&r evatsed hien ctulheni h®296 owe

decadoensgy evolution fronfppneitodpreg ns itsntgahye nmodbmeh er s
and rai e chiplrdborgeram focused on work. State TANF
research conducted dumeintgta ome mioa dved fh amecah | evxepse ri
1980s and whaifcldpynd9 @bt mamgdatroeamel ndverr&kduce wel f ar

receipt and increase employment among single mot
TANF aids some of the most dheseéevédmmadgeesf amiel i e
range of camgstoumes toafn ctehse,mt etr 2t @ 4 \weolsku &g fefcotr t s. | n
Fya2o11, ablTANtF Gsismsi@riwaered a i tbd iewT AkEAI wor k
eligible individusisgkbtemmot ber sniwgtM¥M¥G pagtchild
a third o#l| TAlbk Ihveerrs& young (unAcedi ttih@h aaldllely of4 24)
worek i gi bl e women | ackedheeguhivghensthool dipl oma o
As a block granset® fthedesalatgsal FASN&GEGch as ending
parents on government through work and job prepa
design to achieve those goal s, and measures the
at aplyatbyrapipients arkeyeeadtee altmi mReMi2edsy t he st

t h

42%mont hl yofavelrdd gvapirtkl e adul ts were either wor ki
preparat.Thr anotsitvictoynmon acti vi remaamiwlpeki ng in
roldld search and vocatfiodnalweddhec steicomal atndait mii mg
common activities.

Whi |l e s+mdte freadedatierrmuilnees wor k requirements for i
recipients|] afwe @ srvwaol IKT ApMeFe @ m cstplaadaappl v t o t he st
nfl uence st atlke prode manl dwoa kpresrtfaonrdnaarndcse measur e
assess stat-ewdAKFeWwélbfase The f esdckdar alarTgleNF wor k
participatiornwindtees . ,t hsapge ciafny baectciount ed toward me
mi ni mum hours of engagement per week in a month
count abl @&hactiavigteite p.ar t i citphaet isotnmatruatee ss evtasr ya bs5y0 %
for all families, but the standard is reduced by
FY2ZQ the offir&i alar TrAddfepwd2i9o 5 %; however, al | but

Di strict of Canlet mb M & ,imivab medt aGudaamr d
The TANF work standards date back to the 1996 | a

research-tamwrwe lpfraorge a.mRe sefar icthe oti-emaerwk weo df eal rse

since the 1996 | aw has .Hioawledesdomé xiemn awnalt il @ mg t iem
wor kforce and education pr ogr anvso rhka voe® oyitddxyt o b e
makers also face questions about wéseutchceersst he sol
ought t o-tiwe rikeNHKF aresi teor od vperdogr am where cash assi
l ess than 309%odfi ciyt amafkiemdgs t h u o nfsd ademi gglthét sothi ons 0 f
given to developing hhevwaswealels TaMmMNIF adsoseess sime nme eotfi n
related te icmprawmisn@ntctks of families with chil dr
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( OUUOEUEUDOO

One of the central features of the 1996 wel fare
Opportunity Reconcili @t Loh3Rdwvasofi t1ls9 ¥60,c uUBRVOR A,e
promoting work and job preparation for parents (
children. That | aw ameat éddrt NeeOgmpgamary esSs IiTAINF
compl et edl c;an gd eecvaadlewst i on in policy, from one wher
families headed by single mothers to permit then
one of eanduwvnhgi mgtely requiring worKk.

I't i s someTANfEesqwiariagls tahdhul t reci pientssto wor k i
cash assistance. However, this is not what feder
work or are -eelpadgeadctiinviwdreks; however, many are |
establishes numerical work partici'patobal perforn
caseload, not individual recipients, and | eaves
standasds hel st ates that determine who is require

al so the states that deter mi ne st hweorakc trievgiutiireesmetnh

TANE work rules generally date, bawbkchowbabBeebh@86e
foll owing a period of growth in the welfare roll
from 1960 t#HARIOeh wikdemichg i nN‘wal par 8ddedbdbr thebat e
caseloads again bedanet d9o98Msr easacihn ntghea werak of
on the rolls in March 1994. Di scussion of TANF w
n

occurred i he |l ate 1980s or early 1990s. The ¢

t
at 1U.19% om families in FY2011. I n any-@goirvken mont h
efforts could touch a population of about 1.3 mi
This report examines the work participation stan
reci pienNBE bfFotkegilant, which was created in the

Threport

f provides a short history of work requirements
assistance to needy families with children

T reviews the major studiexsf twhat ctoynges baft e to
wel ftamoer k programs are effective;

f di scusses the TANF work pro
analyzésakFe@mge woemind wel kb
adults in TANF househol ds;

visions that appl
tedofactivities

T d scusses thar TANtFpmdad dochs st hat apply to state
FY2011 data on participation as they relate t
f di scusses some issues that Congress might cot
work standards can addrasad thandi hgi cul tuest e
measuring the performance of states in the c«

l UPI | w PUUOUaoweOUOw1ll gubUul Ol
-1 1T EAWw»EODPOPI UwPBDUT w" 1 POEUI O

I n t he''teeanrtl uyr y2,0e mraic @ mae nfoe dodfirem ipdrcoagsrham f or fami |l i e
caring for dependent mamiyl &rtean eisn htaldeil rawswrmp rloomead
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with dependent ¢nhoitlhdereess)i'Dinlst. geneahbl egur pose of t
pensions was summar i zely btyhmee Wil mMc rreedg cerdt  Qohui bl 1 dirseh
Bureau (then operating under the U.S. Depart ment
of the various “ptavenpiemgi ome |l awsalisng up of the
death or dipoahki loift v hteheras wp al br egdBwi h2t, o040t h

stat es atnar rtihteortihesn of Al aska and Hawai i had | aw
their oWnhehoimetsended recipients were, @or the mo
husbands were disabled, were imprisoned, or had
eligibility varied by state a'nd in some cases on
Limited state ibmamwmtse sme pmtsgrleaamts | gperateg only p
not .AtMiassour.i law of 1911 applied only to Kansa
pensions to $h2c@a@@samwmealel yunds were insufficie
sel“ehe most "drogeretced drepensi ons.
Th@&r eat Depression exacerbated the degree to whi
progranys,193n5d tbhe number of families eligible fo
ti mes greater than the numMmiCeomcerenf amhéi eaclhcoiial
sufficient support under state programs, as wel/l
result of the Great Depression, prompted Preside
Executive Order the Comfm@ESS)eée nodIBdomomiser Sec u hie
pur po'ge owfiadti nognjlce security against sevéral of th
Within six months, the CES ’'bfaidr dte sd gnepreerlmel pg iop® s
soci al i ns uwhaincche iprrcolgundadndi r &2ind dtegs | sy efpnorftthae ifrat he
report to the President in January-i 4985t o0othe CES

release from the wagearning role the person whose natural function is to givehileren

the physical and affectionate guardianship necessary not alone to keep them from falling

into social misfortune, but more affirmatively to rear them into citizens capable of

contributing to societ§.
Prior to “mothers’ pensions” (the first of which was enact

needy, dependent children was in institutions. Public sentiment began to shift toward the idea that children should be
cared for in their owmmomes following thdirst White House Conference on Dependent Children in 1988Jo Anne

B. RossFifty Years of Service to Children and Their Famili@ecial Security Bulletin, October 1985/Vol. 48, No.

10, http://www.ssa.goybolicy/docssshv48n10¢48n10p5.pdf

2U. S. Department of Law®rRelCai isaPgeetsod sofinedtr enu ,t he Uni ted St a:
and New Zealandependent Children Series, No. lurBau Publication No. 7 (Washington, DC: Government

Printing Office, 1914).

3 Joanne L. GoodwirtEmployable Mothe@and Suitable Work A ReEvaluation of Welfare and Waggarning for

Women in the TwentiefBentury United Statedournal of Social KBtory, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Wintet995), pp. 253274

‘4U. S. Depart ment of Law®rRelChtiilngeindsiBarkausd Pensi onso in
and New Zealand)ependent Children Series, No. 1. Bureau Publication No. 7 (Washindg@or;®&/ernment

Printing Office, 1914)

5 Ethel ClelangPensions for Mother§he Anerican Political Science Review, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Februegg3), pp. 96

98.

6 Joanne L. GoodwirdEmployable Mothei@and &uitable Work A ReEvaluation of Welfare and Waggarning for
Women in the TwentieBentury United Statedpurnal of Social Historyol. 29, No. 2 (Winter 1995), pp. 25834
7 See the Report of the Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of RepresentdtiResgidss, % Session on
H.R. 7260, pinted April 5, 1935http://www.ssa.goWistoryteportsB5housereport.html

8 See the Report of the Committee on Economic Security to the President, transmitted to the Prekiceairpis,
1935
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I n estslteenncoei,t t ee was pamopospngvadeprmgthers with t
assistance necessary to remain at home with thei

Later that year, foll owi,nt dAdtc et o eReopremedcamtt i @misl
prog(rAbC) was establ i-isthied pseogrédmded al hgtpnt hem

assistance to needy families with children. Auth
7271 HHRpOD ADC grants mr e¢wniidad eas suimghtwa nhdaddet age o
“been deprived orf @amrenbhylr sapprrdf death, contir

or physical or mentCabhi hbeapbtctsypobvadpdrantder A
intended to enable mothers (typicaEthWowhdowh® to
sendrntm voiced in the QGCHB® rHopesret Rteq dir.h 2a6t0ceosnipdennyti
Sstat dadetstrkatbenefi ts were to assi stwiitrhoalitdiang t he
potenti al breadwinner other thanthe matrreerofwhege
young ¢%hildren.

Over the coming decades, the demography of ADC r
ange reflects changing demographics i-n the gen
aded familied, heapedabgddi edrmevkeer s as oppose
so affecting the demography of the ADC casel oa
ogg aomnset, the most common A®BE&€cifami Egcwast hehbd
wivdiodvswer s, andveatei Icd eadredi Maar ¢ he Soci al Secu
39, and those receiving ADC increasingly were
1942, the proportion of ADC famjlbes with won
married was about equal to the proportion of w
came increa%ingly nonwhite.

(@]
=y

O DSOS OO = —0

ough federal policy documents connercetaerd nwgi t h t
the policy raitd,ontaHhe dxpe optreotviiddesnmgé owomenk am
may have differed at the st at'empleo/yoblilheéome st at e
fromtaid.

Additionally, i hTCeéemteudywstf dmdlie ofgarthieci2@ati on in
rise, as nearlmssfarotrieddl € hangear iwid Ralhe swerck. t o
assumption that women should remain ®n the home

9 4 T CSC WL TT >

(72}

9 Seethe Report othe Committee on Ways and MeansS House of Representativesf" Congress, $Session, on
H.R. 7260, pinted April 5, 1935,http://www.ssa.govfistoryteportsB5housereport.html

10 studies of the characteristics of the cash assistance caseload have measured race and ethnicity differently over time,
precluding a precise analysis of the change in the racial/ethnic makegpoaktioad. However, there is enough

evidence to point to the changing racial and ethnic makeup of the caseload. The Social Security Administration
published a report on changes in the ADC caseload from 1942 to 1948 in 16 states. Over this periodnthad perc

recipient children who were namhite grew from 21.4% to 30.2%. By 1956, 40% of the caseload was classified as
nonwhite. In 1973, data on whether or not a recipient was Hispanic became available. In that year, it was reported that
white nonHispanicheads accounted for a minority (38%) of all AFDC families. Blacks headed 43% of all AFDC

families and Hispanics headed 13.4% of all AFDC families in 1973. These data are from various reports showing the
characteristics of AFDC families over the years.

1 Joanne L. Goodwi) Emp |l oy abl e Mot her s 6-Eealation@fSMuelfate and Wadeaiogrfdc 6 : A Re
Women in the Twentie@entury United Statespurnal of Social Historyol. 29, No. 2 (Winter 1995), p. 262

12 Joanne L. Goodwirg Emp | oy aebrlsed Montdh 6 S u i-Evaluatior of Welfarekadd Wadearring for
Women in the Twentie®@entury United Statedpurnal of Social Historyol. 29, No. 2 (Winter 1995), (262

13 Susan W. BlankndBarbara B. BlumA Brief History of Work Expectatns for Welfare Mother§he Future of
Children Vol. 7, No. 1 Spring 1997.
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e 1950c& iumhaemr i ncr eassudd ifcd oewns yo m ntdh @ eshalbfi | it at
i pients, and amendments to the ADC | aw began
4880 HTRp5was amended to incluadewaset @ rmosti samin
vide financi al assistance‘tboheépdyputcamplairesnt s
atives to atdwpmorntheamiaxpeaerusormrsall fi ndependence
ntenance of continiuéd'mbep&eantal Fcanacan@opmot
accompanyi2riEdu rH.hRe.r e kg]l eari mieadde & htanhat assi st famild@
attain the maximum economic and personal i ndepen
atisflawti gy fway t &dR¥Trheec i1p0i5e6n tasmeanfdfmeecnttesd .a | s
ity I nsurance to the Social Security prog
mi ght otherwise rely on ADC for benefits.
h

the advent of shéfilebe6sacytperoffoenssednfsenfs
unding for services to actual federal progr
rements focused on men when cash assistance
d parenteyedt hl on9@hemph the midst of a r
| oyment, President Kennedy called on Congr
ren of “Thatuyempl, oyédeé. | aw was changed to t
o degdindaemen of unemployed parents. For a
e basis of unemployment, they were require
ing that the unemployed parenhewpaaremrigi st e
e accep'goempfagmert ewimi mewt by t he st at
r hal t ®Resitshanftcier $ to tsihmenfcseimtdi go.nt,h eA DpOr
a beginningsqofr émderalfgr mbamiakt eds woe
t

e
€
€
¢
d
r
€

tinuing in thisufvfeiimni ercy,r o$hrog g enehe stet ke Gorad iy e
next year emplhaoyramegi eeassho JadsrstPavwarnd e wel f ar e,
tmaud tdilreect ed i ncreasingly towar dwep rneuvsetn tpiloanc ea
ess on serviAbsoinat a862pfthel nafme of the pro
amiwiitels Dependent Children (AFD&L)prnwmgmraml arcd tt
emphasize the paremnendmaeme!| ofest wo

The Soci al Securi ty A2me8n)d meennat cst eodf blodt6h7 f(iPn adn c i9all
adul t recipients to work and, for the first ti me
anendments required stadsd esoumnt alblse eigrmac @amd r Danmea  d ¢
det er mi“me gadn di thb2’Mb eyt al so created the Hftihest work

14 Report of the Senate Finance Committee, U.S. Sendte&;@dgress, ® Session, on H.RZ225, printed June 5,
1956.

15 Special Message to the Congress: Program for Econontiovieey and GrowthSpeech delivered by President John

F. Kennedy, February 2, 1961ttp://www.presidency.ucsb.edus/?pid=8111#axzz1rHOu7Ceg

16 See P.L. 881 (H.R.4884).

17 Special Message to the CongressPublic Welfare Program®resident Kennedyebruaryl, 1962,
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edg/?pid=8111#axzz1rHOu7Ceg

BA concern at the time was that the program's benefits and

was thus renamed to indicate that its purpose was to provide assisttaméi¢s Susan W. Blank and Barbara B.
Blum, A Brief History of Work Expectations for Welfare Motherse Future of Children, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Spring 1997)

19 An enrollee would receive $30 a month while in training, plus an allowance for child care and othezlaterk
expenses. If they became employi first $30 of earnings plus oti@rd of subsequent earnings would not be taken
into accountwhencalctlai ng t he family’s AFDC grant.
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Work I ncentive Program (W N). Wl Ncowalsd cdoentpeurl nsion ey
whether it would be compul sory-tboirdel ont paytf ai g
in the WI N program between 1968 and 1971 were mo
reqgaiptae ents to enr xliclepitn oWl M,f wniott hetrise we t h chi l
o6k i*

AFDC work requirements continued to evolve in th
Act ofP.1938pBVvgea st at es t hewoorpkt'fiaormep aiod rwagmuk rien exch
for cash assistance) through Community Work Expe
Support ARL. eAfg1888ed WI N, replacing it with the
Skills (JOBS) Training Program. |t was designed
and education or th#%l tqgudlcko arcgmdwe d i tolne of @mt ij wibp
many single par enotfiso bng H Boktwke ra xsneggmp thieo mgfer om si x t
state option, this could be | owered further to o
care. Significantly, JOB®nl e@itelsatf®@d mitm@Aat@ESMi mar
for their full #?Tdeéempalogiframd adlsloopmarcted an incr es:
as evidenced by the requirement that states offe
di pl oma oavnids itohne opfr federal #funding for such acti
The progression of welafserde pfrrogm aan d @s b naes wif s twar d
requirements, and sufd®PO®@Otss wéetlhmwreadtf adei metf me mmi d
t hPeer sonal bRéspygnand Wor k OppofrtilPIk g@DBelconcil i a

AFDC was replaced by the Temporary Assistance f
rangerké! wted requirements that apply to both s
and the extent to which they are being met, wil

61 Ol EU
E

0
t
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Wel fare was the sfubjesdeamdh afmgomatthelehd960s t hrou
theory suggested that providing assistance witho

number of empirical sti#fdies supported that cont e
Additionally, propowallfsane geptlamewitthle @& xn &g atnigv
mi ni mum guaranteed income) wascahe sobijalctexpersio
beginning in the 1960s and continuing into the 1
reduceaf fworrtk and potentially even ®The nheganiivecr

20William J. Reid and Audrey D. SmitA\FDC Mothers View the Work Incentive Progredocial Service Réew,
Vol. 46,No. 3 (Septembet972), pp. 34862

21 Job Opportunity and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS)ildTrends 2003ttp://www.childtrends.org/
lifecourseprogramsiOBS.htm

22 Daniel Friedlander and Gary Burtle§éye Years After: The Longerm Effects of Welfaito-Work Program,
Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1995.

23 Judith M. Gueron and Edward Paufyrom Welfare to WorkRussell Sage Foundation, New York, 1991.

2RobertMo f f i tt, “lncentive Effect s Joufnal of Emnotdic (Seratuyiell3D,ar e Sy st em
no. 1 (March 1992), pp--61.

25 Alicia H. Munnell, ed.Lessons from the Income Maintenance Experiments, Proceedings from a Conference Held in
Sepember 1986Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 1986.
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i ncome tax with an income guarantee was offered
administration?%, but not t hereafter.

TANF was influenced bestwocmajpobligpes in the 109
The first was analyses of how |l ong families r ema
experi ment al evtatdvarakt i iomist iodt weeé $argrograms t hat

servi ces nanodr etdruaciantiinog t hat encouraged participa
combination of both.

11 Ul EUET wOOwWUT T w#UUEUPOOWOI wel O EUI w1l
Beginning i
on dataitha

b

conducted

n the 1980s, research began to examin
d
y

periods of w
S
y

peraminat'soproffram iedevpduaVver ti me
Mary Jo Bane and Davi El'l wood prep

| fare receipt are short,  ?some fami/|l
Subsequent udies generall'y aoadf'Etr mnvddoillaé bapioc
Additionally, some recipients experienced multip
study, El |l wood f-foauunrdt f haft rtc hcansmee wolmo deoweet he wel f ar
would receive benefits fé 10 years or more in t

o

Lortgerm benefit receipt raised concerns about we
that for some families, receipt of welf-are had e
term means of coping withdiesvseonitust isounch as | ob | os

/ UWluNNt weiU®ic0ws R x 120D 01 O0UU

The 1980s akttseoo rskawp rwoed rfaammse e v alsisatgésdoewmdailng rando
exper’itnoe nttesst whet her there were effective progr
worlarly studies focused oncwilétpeogmamdacouyd r

the behavior of cash welfare recipients. The eva
mandatory participati’Milosdamfhavwemnpb pstogeed msmpact
sear ch. Evaluated unpai dwwbo k"kjaeernzdpeedr iteon cper opd uocger aln

26 For a discussions of the welfare reform proposals offered during the Nixon Administration, see Vincent J. Burke and
VeeBurkeNi x ond6s Good De éNdw YokkeCbldimbia Enivé&styf Roessml974nd Daniel P.

Moynihan, The Politics of a Guaranteed Income, the Nixon Administration and the Family Assistan¢eé¥axiork:

Vintage Books, 1973).

27 Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ellwoo@ransitions from Welfare to Warklrban Systems and Engineering.ln
Cambridge, MA, 1983.

28 David T.Ellwood,Tar get i nBe di Woaim Becipients of AFQ®/athematica Policy Research,
Princeton, NJ, 1986.

29 This section discusses the most influential studies of the pre 1996 period. It is based on more congretiems
published in the 2000 and 20G4eenBookpublished by the House Ways and Means Commiittee.

30 For a discussion of this research, as well as how randomized controlled experiments became the preferred
methodology of welfare reform experiments, dadith M. Gueron and Howard Rolstdtighting for Reliable
EvidencgNew York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2013).

31 Judith M. Gueron and Edward Paufyrom Welfare to WorkRussell Sage Foundation, New York, 1991; and Daniel
Friedlander and Gary Burtledsve Years After. The LoAGerm Effects of Welfar®-Work ProgramsRussell Sage
Foundation, New York, 1995.
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ts or reduct
he publ

he period between the enactment of the Family &
surge i n expertiomoernk aa p forno aaadiderse.di 6 areo aut hori zi
itsel f, the Famiilzye dS utphpeo rstt uAdcyt tohfa tl 9vBd8u la

he way of positive employment i mpac
ad value in providiat¢®> sargkeces to t

[

f 11 mMmawvrod &kt rry gwealmfsarogger ating-in seven ¢
dy would come to be knowMor&ks StheatNgt iesn a
EWWS) . NEWWS studwedftahe rmpapieats and their
ograms that took different approaches to getti

n addition to NEWWS, a number of states conduct
evaluations wer g ex edwaiidvigegm doenr oFe csttiaotnesl 115 of t h
Security Act. The key initiatives that influence
programs were waiver programs thapawpwil hgwjedbsetop
remai n lolns tahred rsouppl ement their earnings with a
period of time families could receive benefits (
failed to comply with“war bdgpragr amg adnfeteearb ali das T he
st apes®96 TANF cash assistance progr ams.

& (F1PY] UpBDEGDTI OUODE A
An early, inflaemtrikalexpetr i ofenwe!| fwarse cGAAH Nuct ed o
(Greater Avenues o fTHeGAIN pragradvasecaaied ipsixoounties, m.

one of which was Riversid&he evaluation studied recipients who entered the GAIN program
between 1988 and miti990.

Like other courit e GAIN programs, Riverside placed a heavy emphasis onlskitling
services—about 60%of paticipants entered an education or training activityut also

maintained a strong focus on employmeXxrmong the findings for each of the six counties,

Ri ver si dewasthepeasbcgstlyaaoperate and generated the largest return for taxpayers.
Overthe threeyear period in which it operated, Riversisigprogram increased the experimental
groupgs ernings by an average of $3,1+a4%% gain over the control group average.

31T w- EUPDOOEOWS YE AGEQDOW2OU kuB I IODIEWl@- $6 62 &
The NEWWS evaluatio studied impacts for those who entered its programs froriLe8d

through the end of 199Zhe overall results of the NEWWS evaluations showed that mandatory
participation in work or job preparation activities was likely to increase the amount of work

redpients participated in and reduce the amount of welfare they recéiMesvever, the
requirements alone were not likely to raise incomes.

A key feature of NEWWS was its evaluation of different types of weliawork strategies. In
three locations-Atlanta, GA, Grand Rapids, MI, and Riverside, -©firograms based on job

32 See Thomas Brock, David Butler, and David Lodgpaid Work Experience for Welfare Recipients: Findings and
Lessons from MDRC Reseaf®hDRC, MDRCWorking Papers, New York, NY, September 1993.

33 James Riccio, Daniel Friedlander, and Stephen Freeda#si: Benefits, Costs, and Thr¥@ar Impacts of a
WelfaretoWor k Pr ogram. Cal i forniads Gr e danpowerBemenstteds f or | ndeper
Research Corporation, New York, September 1994.

34 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. Department of Edttmml Evaluation of
Welfareto-Work Strategies: How Effective are Different Welfeor&Vork Approaches? Five Year Adand Child
Impacts for Eleven Program2001.
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search, known as | abor force-todnteta@l¢c hmgmt nprto@mr ams
that provided more lonterm education. In each locatidmgththe labor force attachment anath
educatiorfocused programs produced positive impacts. Both types of programs raised

employment and reduced welfare receipt.

However, when impacts are compared over a relatively long period (five years), the labor force
attachment programs produced sdarger impacts than the educatifitused programs. This

was particularly true for those without a high school diploma, as the labor force attachment
programs increased employment rates more than the edufiaticsed program in this subgroup
over five yeas.

A separate analysis of NEWWS adult basic education activities, such as adult basic skills courses,
pursuit of the General Educational Development (GED) credential, high school completion
programs, and English as a Second Language (ESL), was publisigederal, participation in

these activities did not yield positive employment impacts. That study found that the programs
attended by recipients of cash assistance often were not modified to account for the specific needs
of students, and most particiga failed to actually receive a GED. However, some positive

impaggs were found for the few who did go on to gstondary education after receiving a

GED.

The program with the largest impacts in the NEWWS evaluation was the one operated in

Portland, OR That program was referred to as a “mixed’
employment as a goal, but also permitted caseworkers the discretion to assign participants to
education if warranted. Further, Por tustand’ s prog

any job, and permitted extended job search.

While NEWWS included programs that were successful in raising employment rates and earnings
and reducing welfare receipt, nereven the program with the largest positive impacts in
Portland—succeeded in rdigg incomes. That is, increased earnings from work offset, but did not
exceed, reductions in cash welfare and food assistance. Mandatory work requirements alone
could increase work-but not necessarily the income of adult recipients and their children.

$EBOT Uw2Uxx0O1 601 60w/ UOGT UEOU

Several programs tested in the 1990s combined ma
all owed recipients who went to work to remain on
l onger periods ofregmeh¥haneal fl oawe dl aamdeThi s was
increasing financi al i—Md exmtésswB amit oy wiomnkes Omenpr B
or MFRllIPBo regarded this approach as ¥ way to inc
The earnings suepleememterprldgr asmsscessf ul in incr
i nco’hiehse. MFI P program also examined the impact o
measures of child devel opment. It found some pos

35 Johannes M. Bos, Susan Scrivener, and Jason SnipesNettiainal Evaluation of Welfareo-Work Strategies.
Improving Basic Skills: the Effects of Adult Education on Welfa\&ork ProgramsU.S. Depament of Education
and U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2002.

36 The MFIP program was established under waivers granted under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act and a
separate provision of what was then Food Stamp law. In addition, setztesl evaluated enhanced earnings disregards
under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act, including Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Vermont, and Virginia.

37 For a synthesis of the research finding for these programs, see Gordon L.BwtiaragingWork, Reducing
Poverty: The Impact of Work Incentive ProgramRC, March 2000.

Congressional Research Service 8



Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Welfare-to-Work Revisited

the i nacroeneseaddi positive chiha bhumpget sc aatmeofat ado
wel fare payments that supplemented earnings.
-1 Pw' OxI
The New Hope program wa sWlcaonndd uecxtiesdt eidn fMiolnmvaludk9ede
I't was avail ableneocoodduwbsthirgiehgdi nei ghbor hoods
i ncome at %of btenneowp olvbeOr ty | ine (it was the only
participation t.o TabdeuleawalwmiathorcshidfdrNeédsy Hope desc
phil osophy:

Four prirciples underlie the New Hope program: (1) that people who are willing and able

to work full time should be assured the opportunity to do so; (2) that people who work full

time should not be poor; (3) that people who work more hours should take hompawpre

and (4)for those eligible for public assistance, that-fithe work should make people

better offfinancially than they would be on welfare. These principles are realized by

providing fourbenefits and services to participants who are willing tckveor average of

at least 30 hours pereek: help in obtaining a job (including access to a CSJ [Community

Service Jobif full -time employment is not otherwisavailable), an earnings supplement

tobringlowwage wor ker s’ i nc o mewsdzedhaalthtinbueance,overty | evel
and subsidized child café.

Participants were expected to work aa twast 30 h
part i nconet lseau pfpilresntengart was based on the numbe
seconbawad on téeepranings padfihpperiogd amork sloy i nc
healthabenehiits care assistance.

Additionally, New Hope offered unemployed recipi
service job intiaomonphede tj obgamaize&h t he mi ni mum
participants to also receive federal and Wi scons
Th&New Hope pvabuovami,boafntdenthtadopyeagsem iemacmneé ngs

and employment hotr wookiemevhbwhluévie rtehey entered the
resulted in a modest increase in income during t
al so accompanied by some positive impacts on the
Thealewati on also found that subsidized community
New Hope. After New Hope ended, participants sti

after having entered the programtethaugbkci mpeaot s
entered the program.

New Hope was a far broaderwoprrko gprraong rtahna, n amedr enhayn ya
features are reflecteidndeome haes birotaamrece cthlaatg etso o ko
1990s. TANF amm wedl d aa epartf of -iacoamei eass safstamareg
programs that expandendhkeawdirkgpaghpphem&matr s etdo|l r
Tax Credit (EI'TC), increased funding for subsidi
coverlhgeugh the créeateoal toH ItrheurCandarkRmogram (C
ultimately the Aff3%rdable Care Act of 2010.

curremticosnestfemi ¢ fi esdi d atcksl.cwver al €

However, e
ememn -fiismé MAeoodkhpelhra ilsement the currenit

t h
One such el

38 Thomas Brock, Fred Doolittle, and Veronica Fellerath, etraplementation of a Program to Reduce Poverty and
Reform WelfareMDRC, October 1997.

3% For a discussion of ihrestructuring of lowincome assistance programs and federal spending trends -amclonve
aid, see CRS Report R41823w-Income Assistance Programs: Trends in Federal SpendinGene Falk.
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generally | a€kaedeids cpmmnluinss awH egrne rovti hceers jjoolbs ar e n
avaitexddept for a brief pemroed Whadbrexhe aAMANFC &
Recovery amdnReAoR.elofs) BHNMSi di zed empl oyment unde
di scussed | atyer hien stylsit € mr éfpumnkdse ds uccohmmpuunbi Itiyc aslelryv i
even ffTAdN&Eghunds may be used for them.

/ O6W Of EUI w1l I OUOw1ll Ul EUET

The years i mmediately after the enactment of the
a high volume of resear ch aWiotuht tchaes hr aapisd sd eamlcien
cash assistance caseload, states examined the <ci
Additionally, HHS continued to fund a series of
i nnovations aimed at i-mwooki pgoghemadmpacpaoti wel
empl oymenbeand. wel |

61 Of HUIEW2WWUEDI U

Wel f‘hedseémudi es examined the circumstwhmde s xdfenttho
were they working, what were they earning, what
receainde ,di d they come bAclkarnge trhiemkaers i aft atntcees @ od
conducted by he stateGomnugreags v@amo\vindge dned fheodaiod lo g

t
the effects of wel fare reform, sdarmd eBHAQ nuWs ed utnh é <
conduct a set of studies using more consistent r

A synthesis of the HHSmécedawkrat st adi @esectmgpeheumad | iyn
devel oped feaver studies

majority of & hdo esowtkfoo lAenonnagt welefadd s
l'ities exaneirnesd uidneashaentHtdSy digiadvp oi nt
he abhkil&ghmiwkidefS7%s | eavers employed in
ter after exiting the rfoalilrsl.y Enopnl sotyametnt 1
examining the second, t hird, and fourth

a
f ot

uar

hen

hough most work after Jloeavitrhgatt hoenlryo Iblest,w eneons
0% andf 4080 se who | eft the wel fare roll s wor
e

e

h

avifnagr eve l

cause not all welfare | eavers find work or
e rolls return to wellfeaarvei.n gl nwetlhfea rfeo,u rntahn yq
st ates and | addhalti aibodtMopP@O0tkechdei r | eavers had
rertrued to the roll s.

$RxI UDOI OUEOwW2UUEDI U

Fol upwstudi es-twortkhe xwelrfiareents of the 1980s and
results on new initiat.i vielS tloa tnmighi ébde eseip@p e g i e ni B8
studies toomrahbhmpnegandit lcgasrho acameds tripea mad Isat i on

Two of these studioeas udi @ s aceudrprioeerttel,y wincer way ( wi
forthcoming).

40 Gregory Acs, Pamela Loprest, and Tracy Robérts,n a | Synthesis Report of Findings fr
Grants U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation,
December 2001.
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3TT wgOxO0OaOl OUw1li Ul OUPOOWE OEwhNWHIOET O OUwps$ 1
The pEmyment Retention and Advancement (ERA) proj
how to move welfare recipients into jobs by test
empl oyment stabifitypaodi cdeld asn o mendahdacki tpiroorva Id i envgi
earnings supplements combined with employment se
i mpacts, includinBRAmapleosgmpnodueeensomae evidence
based organprzaftitonpr ovi deoerceofceuwmlpd ogimeatprsedwde
empl oyment | mpacts

ERA elsstoedt progmamesedhabr k with edulchaotsieon f or t h
programs did not produce positive employment i mp

3T 1 wilEDE WY1y Y hul

Several ERA ditteess ,i nasa welclo nals esnp groipmd ratt d 1o nsst u chya,
wer e mlsa&nrdSeotoe of these programs were not geared
popul atriadcddehmiut di sageafteaged ¢ hewheo |teeanvdiendg tpor ibse
menPr ograms that tested dtprpamuictiipcon siudjpdlmsotsiibsi c
income boosts and employment to participants whi

no Hemrmrgn i mpacts from program participation on el
A program in New York City that focused on those
l'imiting disabilities found posi tHowewarr,ni ngs i n
empl oyment rates for those i n tchaasth parsosgirsatma mceer e
popul ation, and evaluators attributed much of th
sanctioning in the program.

"UUUT G0wsRx1 UPOI OUEOWS YEOUEUDOOU

HHS i s ffoiaedlddiitnigon al experimental osnt uTdiNeFs t hat at
assistancoe rreediapieddrhtpso pbhae i g afsi n ol hyg sd.Indh oivhap a cvte
Strategies f-8uffncriendgSySn)grvaEplbctatr e(sltS "pmobeElkeWways
that seeks to move ppobscwpbhins ansecbettehr pagh
and t rméieniHe@.l th Professions Opportunity Grant (I
i mpact of a program intended to provide career p
was created CarethaAacAf br dondad WAECA, TANF cash assi
recipients-i andmet hedi Vbdual sThaes Sutbss itdairzgeedt apnodp u |
Transi ti onmnatl Deemmpolnosytmmeat i on ( STED) exami Mméhe subsi
Job Search Assistance (JSA) strategies project i
di ffering job search services offered through TA

41U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Planning Research, and Evaluation, Administration for
Children and Familiedncreasing Employment Stability and Earnings for bage Workers, Lessons from the
Employment Retention and Advancement (ER&jeEt OPRE Report 20129, April 2012.

42.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE),
Administration for Children and Familie#/hat Strategies Work for the Hato-Employ? Final Results of the Hatd-
Employ Demonstration and Evaluation Project and Selected Sites from the Employment Retention and Advancement
Project OPRE Report 20128, March 2012.
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TAR was created by the 1996 welfare reform | aw (
Opportunity ReconPcilLl.i1 &®i4do0n Atche ddv eimedf6t, mbat , | aw
feder al |l aw already had in place sfuoersk requiring
activities for some recipients. Aid to Families

recipients to participate inhacftaivied &sqo @madt iidi
States were also subject to participation standa
feder al l aw in requiring work of more recipients
fashioning t-h@or krowppwedawnwe&rsAFDC federal rul es
Clinton Administration gr*@husgd webluagheewdiwngr AFC
creating TANF was a major -ttwangeabspesbvsiaf PANFcC
represent a usttieopn iorwotwhie foeaviod ci e s .

TANF i s-baskedoédtiock grant that provides funds to

to help them finance cash welfare programs for n
wi de r angeefoift sotahnedi tsheermv i acreesl itcor et e t he effects
causebBi b@i poverty. The basic federal bl ock grant
funded at a total.Spat &d6abebié¢éuikmogear ageamhea pr
mai ntenance of effort (MOE) requirement, to expe
$10.4 billion per year in addetabedtprodgdaemsl fu
The statutory purpose of JdAMNEbhhevéoddalog:agse st a
1. provide assistance to needy families so that
own homes or in the homes of relatives;
2. end the dependence of needy parents on gover:
preparation,g&prk, and marri a
3. prevent and reduoéetdi @ cikn pirccgmaer cd fe sowmtnd est
annual numerical goals for preventing and r e
pregnanci es; and

4. encourage the format-paneandf ammi ht esance of 1t

Though t hret bilsocek sggetaag moeset TANFatesds to finance
“rreasonabl” oc alamniytaudesde f ourT hlIANFg igwed sst ates bro

in spending TANF funds. I n general, staher MOE f u
are some technical di fferences in the use of fed
St ates determine the size of TANF benefits, and
the states. In July 2011, the maxifmom $®®@R2tBhlperbe
month in Alaska and $788 per month in New York C
year time | imit on receipt of cash assistance fi
assistance also must coppteernicty nedhtaabhlnigshdaedi and
requirements relating to enforcement of child su

43 The AFDC sanction was the removal of the noncomplying adult from the assistance unit, a reduaionfinahmi | y ' s
benefit.

44 For a description of these waivers, see U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluati@etting the Baseline: A Report on State Welfare Waidare 1997,
http://aspe.hhs.golépispivaiver2title.htm
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TANF funds may be used to support work in variou
finance taxigcemetworf lbirndg ofwa miel wed h pra@awnisgiomg ad s
funding child care. TANF funds may suppl ement th
TANF funds may be transferred to the child care
cate.

Cash welfarefbtrsékfsatbauanB8e& of allll TAMF and MC
cash welfare rolls and the amount of funds spent
since the ANFFematlio®m ,oft he combined federal and st:
assncsd awer e $B2 FIYRot hil solhiaded t che$ d.e6e |lbinlel iwooru.l dT

even gnt eienpfaldajtuisotned dol |l ar s.
I n FY2011, TANF cash assistance was received by
families, theope-ewemghk bl .e3 amiull t s . The next sever al

T provide a descr-epbtgohl efad@ANEswor k

T briefly dsswosk TANEIi rements ael itdielyl eapply di
individuals; and

f di scuss the TANFawdatkth®pamai ci pati onmance meas
for TANF that atwes&eefésbate.wel fare

P

3 - %w6e®ODI PEOI w( OEPYDPEUEOU
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Under ToAMF, gwbl e persons af ecaeshloas sceshit bati ne exoi p i

recipient parents of chil dren rTehceeifvalnlgo vaisnsg sa daun

i n TANF -fourn dweQlE hownmoagdhmd dde-mbEgivbl k:

T adul tr énginent shoymlao eart e c a.r,e tgarkaerrdsp alreemgt , aunt ,
uncl e) ;

f ineélgi bl e noncitizen parents;

T at state option, adults rece®ving Suppl ement :

T parents who are needed in the home to care f

T a state option, parent sl who( 865®¢ Foci al Secur

recitpi;emnd
T at st ate opthieocna mea eplairgeinbtl ewhfoor SSI during th

45 See CRS Report RL3078bhe Child Care and Development Block Grant: Background andiRgnbly Karen E.
Lynch.

46 Before October 1, 2006, all families without an adult recipient were excluded from the work participation rate

calculation. The Deficit Reduction Act of 200B.L. 109171) required HHS to issue regulations to determine the

circumstances under which a family with a fregipient parent must be included in the work participation rate

calculation. The HHS regulations generally require that statésde the following types of families without an adult

recipient in the work participation rate calculation: (1) except for three months imarith period, families subject to

a sanction that removes the adult from the TANF assistance unit; and (2) famailiessach state time limits that

remove the adult from the TANF assistance unit but continu
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Figadskows a breakdown of the types of 1fllatmi | i es t
shows that of all f&a®iilnmnelsudeltiegivivimapknarsd3iodun cainale ,
dindoitncl udela gwdr lkei ni ntdh Bboi sdyjuecaANF f ami-é li iegi lwli e h a
i ndi vi duaplaraernet .bfnannffLMii0argd ree nt wfi & i leil avagi bl e

i ndi wiodnpalb¥% eodd 5al | TAWNBaf ami Wi avdirddi iegi bl e

i ndi vi dmmréésetd all TANF families.

Figure 1. TANF Assistance Families, by Family Type, FY2011

Two Parent Family

6% W

No WorkEligible
Individual
39%

Single Parent
Family
55%

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Informationin this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF National Data Fe®Appendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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Table 1. Summary Characteristics of Work  -Eligible Individuals: FY2011
By Gender
Women Men Totals

Gender 84.%% 15.8% 100.0%
Marital Status

Single nevemarried 75.8 48.5 71.5

Married living bgether 9.5 40.1 14.3

Married living part 9.5 55 8.8

Widowed 0.3 0.8 0.4

Divorced 5.0 5.2 5.0

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Age

Teen m@rents 6.4 3.4 5.9

Age 20 to 24 28.6 14.2 26.3

Age 25 to 29 23.6 17.5 22.7

Age 30 to 34 17.3 18.4 17.5

Age 35 to 45 18.7 29.7 20.4

Age 45 and tler 5.5 16.8 7.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

47 This is based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau. See detailed data tdtped/atww.census.golhes/
socdemaducatiordatatps2011tables.html
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Women Men Totals
Age of Youngest Child in Household
Infant 18.7 16.6 18.3
1to 3 years old 39.6 34.8 38.9
4 to 5 years old 13.2 12.2 13.0
6to 12 years old 20.1 23.3 20.6
Age 13 and older 8.4 13.2 9.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic 31.8 41.4 33.3
Black, NorHispanic 36.8 20.5 34.3
Hispanic 25.7 27.1 25.9
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1.4 1.3 1.4
Asian or Pacific Islander 2.6 6.7 3.2
Unknown 1.7 3.0 1.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Educational Attainment
Less than ighschool dploma 40.3 42.4 40.6
Highschool dploma or GED and above 57.8 55.0 57.4
Unknown 1.9 2.6 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent age 25 and above without a high school dploma or 37.0 39.0 37.4

GED

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the EYPANF National Data files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and thepublically available TANF National Data Files. Sggendix B for a discussion of these differences.

The TANF national datar mat esrdaenaesabhpgt ammeci denc
man‘par Fti@eremplFooyrmeentampl e, they do not contain ir
worek i gi bil ¢dluaadnda physi cal eubsmeanak Banpaer mesuges,
crimind record.

48 Such barriers were examined in Susan Hauan and Sara Ddmjiaistial Employment Liabilities Among TANF
Recipients: A Synthissof Data from Six State TANF Caseload StydieS. Department of Health and Human
Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, October 2004.
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49 CRS Report RL32748 he Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant: A Primer on TANF
Financing and Federal Requirementy Gene Falk.
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Figure 2.Work Participation of TANFWork  -Eligible Individuals: FY2011

Unsubsidized
employment
21%

No Reported
Participation

58%
Other work or Job

Preparation
Activity
21%

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the EYPANF National Data Files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHSighas with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF National Data FilesAppendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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50 SeeGayle Hamilton,The JOBS EvaluatiorMonthly Participation Rates in Three Sites and Factors Affecting
Participation Levels in Welfarto-Work ProgramsMDRC, July 1995.

51 For a discussion, see CRS Report R43G@mporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Eligibility and Benefit
Amounts in State TANF Cash Assistance ProgramysGene Falk.
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Table 2. TANFWork -Eligible Individuals Employed or Participating in a Work or
Job Prep aration Activity: by Characteristic, FY2011

Other
Work or
Job No

Unsubsidized  Preparation Reported

Employment Activity Participation Total
Women 20.6% 21.8% 57.6/% 100.0%
Men 221 19.8 58.1 100.0
Total 20.8 215 57.7 100.0

TANF Work -Eligible Women

Marital Status

Single nevemarried 20.2 22.2 57.6 100.0
Married living bgether 19.2 19.8 61.1 100.0
Married living part 24.4 21.0 54.6 100.0
Widowed 13.7 31.6 54.7 100.0
Divorced 235 20.2 56.3 100.0
Total 20.6 21.8 57.6 100.0
Age
Teen @rents 13.5 24.2 62.4 100.0
Age 20 to 24 19.2 235 57.3 100.0
Age 25 to 29 23.3 21.1 55.6 100.0
Age 30 to 34 22.1 221 55.8 100.0
Age 35 to 45 20.7 20.3 59.0 100.0
Age 45 and tler 19.5 17.5 62.9 100.0
Total 20.6 21.8 57.6 100.0

Age of Youngest Child
Infant 14.2 14.2 71.6 100.0
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Other
Work or
Job No
Unsubsidized  Preparation Reported
Employment Activity Participation Total
1to 3 yearsold 22.3 25.6 52.1 100.0
4 to 5 years old 23.7 23.7 52.6 100.0
6to 12 years old 22.9 22.4 54.8 100.0
Age 13 and older 19.2 17.4 63.4 100.0
Total 20.6 21.8 57.6 100.0
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic 19.8 20.0 60.2 100.0
Black, NonHispanic 21.0 24.0 55.0 100.0
Hispanic 214 21.4 57.1 100.0
American Indian or Alaskan Native 18.0 21.9 60.1 100.0
Asian or Pacific Islander 17.9 16.4 65.7 100.0
Total 20.6 21.8 57.6 100.0
Educational Attainment
Less than high schoolgloma 18.6 20.0 61.4 100.0
High school ébloma or GED and above 22.3 23.6 54.1 100.0
Total 20.6 21.8 57.6 100.0

TANF Work -Eligible Men

Marital Status

Singk nevermarried 18.8 18.9 62.4 100.0
Married living bgether 28.3 20.7 50.9 100.0
Married living part 9.3 16.8 73.8 100.0
Widowed 24.9 39.7 35.3 100.0
Divorced 18.6 22.0 59.4 100.0
Total 22.1 19.8 58.1 100.0
Age
Teen @rents 11.2 11.9 76.8 100.0
Age 20to 24 18.6 22.2 59.1 100.0
Age 25 to 29 22,7 19.6 57.7 100.0
Age 30 to 34 26.2 18.8 54.9 100.0
Age 3510 45 21.8 20.5 57.7 100.0
Age 45 and ter 22.6 195 57.8 100.0
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Other
Work or
Job No
Unsubsidized  Preparation Reported
Employment Activity Participation Total

Total 221 19.8 58.1 100.0
Age of Youngest Child

Infant

1to 3years old 22.4 20.0 57.6 100.0

4 to 5 years old 21.9 195 58.6 100.0

6to 12 years old 26.2 23.3 50.5 100.0

Age 13 and older 21.2 20.0 58.8 100.0

Total 22.1 19.8 58.1 100.0
Race/Ethnicity

White, Non-Hispanic 20.6 18.6 60.8 100.0

Black,Non-Hispanic 18.2 23.3 58.5 100.0

Hispanic 247 16.8 584 100.0

American Indian or Alaskan Native 13.2 23.0 63.9 100.0

Asian or Pacific Islander 32.9 24.7 42.4 100.0

Total 22.1 19.8 58.1 100.0
Educational Attainment

Less than ighschool dploma 20.2 16.9 62.9 100.0

High school ébloma or GED and above 23.9 22.8 53.3 100.0

Total 22.1 19.8 58.1 100.0

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the EYPANF National data files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF Natiobata Files. Se@ppendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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2000) was igr eanteerl atthdshn gy ewas phownally offset by
at which recipients were engaged in other activi

Table 3. Percent age of Cash Assistance Adults and Teen P arents Employed or
Engaged in aWork or Job Preparation Activity

Selected Years FY199420.1

1994 2000 2006 2011
Unsubsidized 8.3% 27.1% 22.0% 20.8%
employment
Other work or job 10.9 15.7 21.4 21.5
preparation activity
Total employed or in 19.2 42.8 43.4 42.3
job preparation
activity

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY1994 Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) Quality Control data file and the FY2000, FY2006, and EY?BNF National Data files

Notes: For FY1994 through FY200®ese figures represerhe percentageof adult recipientsfor FY2a.1,
they representthe percenageof TANF work-eligible individuals.

As di scussed above, TANF | aw requires states to
comply with work regatesesméhts, dbuerminestthbeactu
Sanctions are not necessarily i mposed for failur
standards (e. g., hours requirements). They are i
state defermianeindi vidual recipient

Additionally, states have the “§obedi"bdbseptto det

complying with work requirements. Though state d
reci pient has agrotoidc icpaautsien gf obre cnaouts ep of a | ack of

violence, lack of suitable employment, or il lnes
Sanctions can range from parti al redwert i ons of
ti me, sancti-@lhisgialglae nad t Iwime &twvh o heéo wor k requir eme

a significant compoFept 8°gf amany states

I n recamt ipnearasi ng number of states have adopt e

entirely) for families with members who do not ¢
eight jurisdictions ultimately cloked cases when
requirements. By FY2011, this number had increas
2Bef ore TANF, a family subject to sanction would generally

Though support for work over the receipt of welfare had been a popular idea forgdéeadal sanction policies first

gained federal backing in 1988 with the implementatibthe Family Support Act. Thecastipulated that work

eligible individuals who failed to participate or refused to accept legitimate offers of employment woutdihetiens

|l evied against them. The amount of the sanction was set at
until the early 1990s, when the federal government begatingamaivers of the AFDC rulesincluding the element

regarding adubnly sanctions-that states began to impose {fidimily sanctions.
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The increasing number of states using case closure as the ultimate sanction is also reflected in
data on TANF families on the rolls and those leaving the rGélble 4 shows the number of
sanctioned families, as well as the rate of sanctioning, for both those on the rolls as well as those
leaving TANF. In FY2001, a monthly averagiabout 98,000 families, or 4.6% of those on the

rolls, was sanctioned for failing to comply with TANF work, educational, or activity

requirements. In addition, during that year a monthly average of approximately 11,000 families,
or 6.5% of all familiesdaving the rolls, had their cases closed because they failed to comply with
a TANF work, education, or activity requirement. The overall sanction rate (combining those on
the rolls and leavers) was 4.8%. Over time, the rate of sanctioning for thoseroltsthas

fluctuated some, but in FY2011 it was little changed from the rate observed in FY2001. However,
both the absolute number as well as the percentage of those leaving the rolls because of a sanction
has increased. In FY2011, 24,000 families weretsamed off the rolls per month, representing
15.4% of all case closures.

Table 4. TANF Families Sanctioned for Work, Educational, or Activity Requirements:
FY2001-FY2011

Monthly Averages

Case Closures Due to
Violating Work,
Educational, or Activity

Families on the Rolls Requirements
Percent of

Number of Percent of Number of Total
Sanctioned Total Families Families Combined
Families Families on Sanction ed Leaving the Sanction

Fiscal Year (thousands) the Rolls (thousands) Rolls Rate

2001 97.8 4.6% 10.8 6.9% 4.8
2002 109.2 5.3 10.1 6.0 5.4
2003 101.6 5.0 11.6 7.0 5.2
2004 81.9 4.1 16.4 9.7 4.6
2005 81.0 4.2 15.5 9.9 4.7
2006 70.6 3.9 13.4 8.8 4.3
2007 78.5 4.6 15.0 10.0 51
2008 70.2 4.3 16.0 11.2 4.9
2009 78.2 4.5 19.7 13.7 5.2
2010 72.9 3.9 215 14.0 4.7
2011 79.6 4.3 24.0 154 51

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the F¥YB®@011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Combined sanction rate represents the sum of families on the rolls with bemeéitsced because of
sanctions and families with cases closed because of failure to work or comply with an activity requirement
divided by the sum of total families on the rolls and the total number of families leaving the rolls in a month.

The CIl aitmsorRefAsomtl uof 2010, which extended TANF th
states to make supplementary reports on work par
worek i gi bl e individuals who are repottied.as nhavi
analyzing these data, -eHHSgifboluen di ntdhiavti dlua | 7s% woift hwo
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patidoamed20O0ildgquhetApr wlere either sanct
tioned.
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The previous section of this r eeploirgi bdlees cirni doievsi dhuo
work or related activities--obavke werofgotramsd laiyse not

assessed. This assessment is done through the TA
focus of much of ’'st weorat tpemtviicsn onms . TATIMFe s e st anda
and include target pagadariciimpatdemt aian efsa mirluil ess ffro
rate, and rules for determining whether the stat
activities and minimum hours requirements. St ate
arte mai sk of being penalized through a reducti on
The participation standard serves two purposes.
performing in engaging recipients in work or wor
t hat participation in work or work activities 1in
goal of TANF.
The purpose of this section is twofold:
1. it describes the detailed rules of the TANF v
2. it provi dexs0da) aon( ftore Fnumber of families inc
participation rate calculation, their engager!
their hours of engagement

TANF Work Participation: A Glossary of Terms

The language of TANF work requirements and watlndards has its own nomenclature. Therefore, a review
the terms used, and their definitions, in discussions of TANF work requirements and standards might be he

1 Work -eligible individual. Generally parents (either recipients or naacipients) anchon-parent
caretakers who themselves are recipients of TARErtain parents (discussed in detail above) are exclud
from the definition of workeligible individuaNon-recipient, nonparent caretakers araotconsidered work
eligible individuals.

1  TANF work participation standard.  The standard is the official assessment of state wetfasgork
programs under TANF lawt comprises: (1) a target rate of work participation; (2) a list of activities
countable in the work participation rate; and (3) themmum number of hours per week of participation in
month required for counting activities toward the work participation rate.

i Caseload ReductionCredit .A o0credi t6 or reduction in the t
reducing the cash assasice rollsSt at es can al so count as oOcasel g
spending in excess of what is required under the TANF MOE.

1 Countable activities . A list of 12 activities (listed in law, defined in HHS regulations) that a vebgdible
individual may engage in to have her or his participation counted toward the TANF work participation
standards.

1 Engaged in work . Represerd the number of families participating in countable activities for at least the
minimum number of houts

53 U.S. Department of Health and Human Serviéagjagement in Additional Work Activities and Expenditures for
Other Benefits and Services, Apdiine 2011, A TANF Report to Congrddsirch 212.
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1 Family included in the TANF work participation rate . A family with at least one woreligible
individual and who is not disregarded from the participation rate.

1  Work participation rate . A fraction (expressed as a percentage) derived by dividing the number of fa
cons dered oO0engaged in workdé by the numhbisthework f 3
participation rate that is compared to the target rate of work participation that determines whether a sta
has met the TANF work participation standard.
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sehdddti onally, under HHS regulations promul ga
edits for spending i nt oexscpeesnsd oufn dvehra tt*hteh eMOEa rree
ates may consider f amiclaised oagSadrmeddaeltetrbooenerxecceesisy
tra caseload reduction credits for such famild@

_‘
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r example, i f a state acheifefveecst coaf s eclacsaed oraedd u cet:
om excess MOE$ wodr RS5prarthei patbben| gyt anadadardoi
duced by 25—peromebOgeropdbwt sl f a state achiev
%, -iamilaylstanbar®0ipenr eenrooag e5 0p% itnot sO %.

gBpertrays therefdiedt ipae t(afitpanti on standards f
cedOild . FY2 categorizes the effective standard:
percentage point or more caseload reduction c
rcentage point caseload reduction).

the figure shaws veR2milldéyt aT reNF fvaocrekd pedrftei ci pat i
n FY2011. That is, they did not need to enga
dar ds. Two additional states faced effective
ctivferemah@®rtde 19. 9 %; 10 jurisdictions face
fr
h

om0 X T =99 o
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%; six jurisdictions faced standards om 30
49. 9%; and two jurisdictions (Sout Dakot

OBANODOOOWOY TOITTT O T OMNO O =0

54 These regulations are at 45 C.F.R. §261.43.
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Figure 3.TANF Effective (After -Credit) Work Participation Standards for FY2011

Effective (After
Credit) Standard

50% |[SD, GU

40.0%-49.9% ME, OH, OR

30.0%-39.9% DC, ID, MD, NV, VA, WY
1 I

20.0%-29.9% | AK, CA, IA, KY, MI, MS, NT, ND, OK, PR
. I

10.0%-19.9%| |, LA, MO, NM, NY, PA, WIV

1%-9.9% | TX, UT

Zero AL, AZ, AR, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IL, KS, MA, MNNNEN®RI, SC, TN, WA, WI, VI

0 5 10 15 20 25
Number of States

Source: Congressional Research Service, based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS).

Fi gafva | | compare the TANF effective work partici
participation rates actually achieved.
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A ssafTANF work participation rat e ’'si sefcfoentptuitveed an
(afctreerdit) standard. The work participation rate
famil i es “elreg e@gad”dierd i vdcerdk by tole ftaantidli esu mmerl uded
participati onotr agdlel cfad miulliagd omeceNi vi ng cash assi

participation rate calcul“«bfedn jiicbdiegsotheaaf amrl| bes
otherwise disregarded from the rate

This section of dehtiasi Ir etphoer tr udleessc rficbre scommput i ng t

rate. Along with the program rul es, it displays
included in the rate calrcauleangaged aisn wedtli vaist iheosa
EOPOPI Uw( OEOUET EwbOwUT I w3 - %w6 OUOw/ EUUDPEDXE
Only families receiving assistance from feder al
participation rate calcul atiiont amHoeveareag ,exe@lru dé a
by statute or regulation. Such families may be e
creating the potential that their nonparticipatdi
The families excliuadredr treomartehe participat
T familieswowektihgiubl @ i ndividual ;
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f at state option, families with a single parer
onet his exclusion is |limited to a maxi mum of
family;

T at st ate opparitoinci pfaatming eisn a tri bal TANF or t
and

T families under a sanction for refusal to comj
t hr ee mo nantohnst hi np ear ilo2d .

Figdskows the percentage of families receiving T
calculation of the work participation rate. As s
di scussed above, 5d8d%)i ofl @l mMofeami hamshalefce( ving T
included in the participation rate calculation.

Figure 4. TANF Assistance Families Included and Not Included in the Work
Participation Rate: FY2011

No WorkEligible
Individual
39%

In Participatio
Rate
54%

\_ Disregarded from
the Rate

7%

Source: Congressional Resear@ervice tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to computeditkeparticipation rates
and the publically available TANF National Data FilesAppendix B for a discussion of these differences.

Tab3per ovi des some more detail on families disreg:
Most disregar dedpdraamtl i fessmiwleirees swintgHh ei nf ant s i n
accodunftoer 5. 9% of all TANF assistance-families a
eligible individual but disregarded from the rat
subject to sanction, at 1.5% of AAFI famNFifeamilie
di sregarded because of participation in a tribal
comprise a fairly | arge share of the casel oad in
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Table 5.TANF Assistance Families Included and Not Included in the TANF Work
Participation Rate, FY2011

Percent of Total TANF Families

Total TANF families

No work-eligible individual

Disregarded from the participation rate calculation
Single parent with an infant
Sanctioned
Participating in tribal TANF or tribal work program

Included in the participation rate calculation

100.0%
39.1
7.4
59
15
0.1
53.5

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates

and the publically available TANF Natiobata Files. Se@Appendix B for a discussion of these differences.

Tribal TANF Programs

Individuals participating in gidal TANF programcanbeexl uded from t he cal cul a
participation raé. Though CRS is not examinirrgpoll TANF data in thiseport, a short discussion ofibal TANF
as it pertains to work requirements may be informative.

Tribes, tribal organizations, and tebconsortia are authorized to receive and administer their own Tribal Fam
Assistance Grant for the support of activities that meet the same purposes as state TANF programs. Howe
tribes are not subject to all of the same work requirements that stadee. Though there are hourly minimums
and annual targeted participation rates that they must meet, each of these requirements is set by the tribe,
cooperation with the Department of Health and Human @ees. At the recipient levelribal TANF work
activities are not subject to the same restrictions on vooatl training as are placed otate TANF programs.
Further, tribes may define their own individual work activities that count for the purposes of calculating their
work participation rate, so reipients may have a different range of activities that may count towards their ow!
hourly requirements

Certain work requirements that tribes must meet are similar to the state requirements in some ways. For
example, all worleligible recipients areincledd i n t he cal cul ati on of the
few exceptions. Parents with a child under one and parents subject to a sanction for less than three monthg
| ast 12 months may be excl ud e dcaltutatomFurther like states) tabéss
may be subject to a sanction if they do not meet their work participation rate.

As discussetdaabovaeet er mappl whaot redidhiuegmah hegcip
have t hee xoepatpitoint itoon a l individuals and families f
means thawithenbtmbéysanctioned for failure to e
families will stildl be included in the calcul ati
$01 EBDIOwWwe@@WWOUEEOI w EUPYDPUDI U

Worel igible individuals must participate in spec
“‘engaged’aind woruknt t oward t he Weoodklki giabIta cii rpdit v iochu
must al so parti cmipnaitneu mm nn uvanchteirv iotfi ehso ufrosr paer week
consi‘dagaded” in wor k.

Feder al law |ists 12 categories of activities cr
stantHadrSdg egul ati ons define what esgcehcidfi ct ey ples
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cat egloarbiBees st s the 12 creditable categories of ac
definiti.omsf srhoawvanhhlenspbei fablactivities include:
fairly comprehenstiwer k nadteirwmist iods wedrddriencl ude e
attendanyceearatc ofloluerges) as wel |l as rehabilitative
belw, “greemp!| o yanetnitvi ti es of job search, rehabil ite
terms of how |l ong or under what circumstances th
participation standard.
Table 6. Countable TANF Wo rk Activities and Their Definitions
Activity Definition

Unsubsidized
employment

Subsidized private sector
employment

Subsidized public sector
employment

Job search and readiness

Participation in this activity
may be counted for six wee
(12 weeks in certain

circumstances) irfiscal year

Community service

Work experience

On-the-job training

Vocational educational
training

Participation in this activity
limited to 12 months in a
lifetime.

Caring for a child of a
recipient in community
service

Job skills training directly
related to employment

Full- or part-time employment in the public or private sector that is not
subsidized by TANF or any other public program.

Employmentin the private sector for which the employer receives a subsidy
from TANF or other public funds to offset some or all of the wages and cos
of employing an individual.

Employment in the public sector for which the efoper receives a subsidy
from TANF or other public funds to offset some or all of the wages and cos
of employing an individual.

The act of seeking or obtaining employment, or preparation to seek or obta
employment, includingfé-skills training and substance abuse treatment, mel
health treatment, or rehabilitation activities. Such treatment or therapy mus
be cetermined to be necessary and documented by a qualified medical,
substance abuse, or mental health professional.

Sructured programs and embedded activities in which TANF recipients
perform work for the direct benefit of the communitynder the auspices of
public or nonprofit organizations. Community service programs must be
limited to projects that serve a useful community purpose in fields such as
health, social service, environmental protection, education, urban and rural
redevelopmaet, welfare, recreation, public facilities, public safety, and child
care. A state agency shall take into account, to the extent possible, the pric
training, experience, and skills of an individual in making appropriate
community service assignments.

A work activity, performed in return for welfare, that provides an individual
with an opportunity to acquire the general skills, knowledge, and work habi
necessary to obtain employment. The purpose of work experience is to
improve the employability of aindividual who cannot find unsubsidized-full
time employment.

Training in the public or private sector that is given to a paid employee whil
he or she is engaged in productive work and that provides knowledge and
essential tahe full and adequate performance of the job.

Organized educational programs that are directly related to the preparatior
individuals for employmeiin current or emerging occupations.

Providing child care to enable another cash welfare recipient to participate
community services program. This is an unpaid activity and must be a
structured program to improve the employability of participating individuals.

Training or education for job skills required by an employer to provide an
individual with the ability to obtain employment or to adearor adapt to the
changing demands of the workplace.
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Activity Definition

Education directly related Education related to a specific occupation, job, or job offer.
to employment (for those

without a high school or

equivalent degre€)

Completion of a In the case of a recipient who has not completed secondary school or rece
secondary school such a certificate, this means regular attendance, in accordance with the
program (for those requirements of a secondary school oruse of study, at a secondary school
without a high school or or in a course of study leading to a certificate of general equivalence.

equivalent degree)

Source: Table prepared by CRS based on HHS regulationsF8deral Registeol. 73, no. 24, February 5,
2008, pp. 6775828.

Figbslkows the peredemnmtidbde ofndworildual s i n famil.
participation rate by their activity. The percen
hour itnh ai moenach of the 12 countable activities

unsubsi di zedwoernkpliony naec nrtegul ar |j ob —whisl byr éaei vihme
most common work activityliingiFY20 1lludneihd uma2t.$8e% no

participation ratéllmmtcteltnipltpcrymmemwlatytiWh'eieismef
readiness (10.7% of all individuals in families
educational t

Figure 5. Percentage of TANFWork -Eligible Individuals Included in the Participation
Rate in TANF Work Activities: FY2011

(Excludes WorkEligible Individuals Disregarded from the TANF Wowdstitipation Rate Calculation)

Unsubsidized Employmen 22:8%
Job Search and Readiness | | 10.7%
Vocational Educational Trainin | 5.9%
Work Experience_ I4.3%
Community Service_ 3!5%
Job skills Training_ 2.6I%

Secondary School Completio_1 1.1%

Education Directly Related to Employme;lt 1.0%

Public Sector Subsidized Employme_nt 0.8%
Private Sector Subsidized Employme_’lt 0.5%
On-the-Job Training_ 0.1%

Child Care for Community Service Participant

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: * Indicates less than 0.05%formation in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS
publishes with the official TANF work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to
compute the work participation rates and the publically available TANF Natioaia Files. SeAppendix B

for a discussion of these differences.
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4O0UUVUEUDPEDPAT Ews Ox00aobi 60
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As discussed earlier, t {fenmh o sgti bcl cemnionnd i avci tdiuvail tsy io
included in the participation rate was unsubsi di
on the rolls during a month.

States get credit toward their work pdrtiisci pati o
encourages them to disregard earnings, providing
period of ti me. As di stcaveskdr esedhehseevabunabedw
earnings supplements tendedhteoiincomeasefwdrkni &n d
t hppsegr ams.

Though a higher proportion of TANF families have
in t#AO®9Prerogram, the smaller caseload means t he
fewer famil debefbana wettare reform. However, the
Il ncome Tax Credit (EI'TC); Additionhast €hipdogaamg
such as the Suppl ement al Nutr it i onnc oArses iwsotraknicneg Pr
f ameisl iwith children and thus supplement their eal

2UEUDPEDPAl EwsOx00aoi OU
I n FY2011, the ra¢tkigtbweiichdTANBuwbsekincluded i

were engaged in subsidized employment was | ow: O
subsipdriizgecadc € or empl oyment and O0g 8& memptolr tiemd enga
subsipduibdAaeédct or empl oyment. Subsidized empl oyment

rare in TAMWBrWwkelpfra@amge ams.

Howe vheer ,Anteri can Recovery and Reilnbasdtimdbht shetd o
a tywoar Emergency Contingency Fund that provided
help finance increased expenditures on subsidize
ARRA fdnlkdeldp finance subsidized employment, but
FY2010. It i s unknown the degree to which the AR
empl oyment for those on the assistance rolls ver
assasce. Only in the former case (for those on t
empl oyment be present in the work participation

rds for subsidized empl oywymémst for t ho

wor k standa

3IDPMHPOPUI Ew) OEw21 EVUET wEOE w1l EEPOI UUWEOE WS OEE
The two most common adtiiguvibtlieed ntdh asti dTuAANF veorgka g e
unsubsidized employment are job seanricnhg.anldn readi
FY2011, 10. 7%elof giTBNE& wondkviduals included in th
were in job search and readiness. That year, 5.9
educational training.

These two act
search and jo
regul ations a

iviyifeer asespecaintiabd epemni od of ti me
b readiness activities counts for o
fford states some flexibility by se
h n

al |l ojwomgsearc and readiness to be counted i mo
Vocational educational ‘training c¢sanl iofndtyi nbee. coun
Addi tional ly, the combination of svadeatiromnmnaldeduc
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engaged in work by virtue of education cannot ex
wor k. Participation in such activities over that
participation rate.

26 OUOR RUI
Wor k experiugnde mostt lceo mMfmon edtiigvibtly ad fndT A/N K uvad rsk

in the participation rate, with 4.3% of such ind
additional 3.6% gif bITANFnawwbvkduals included in th
engaged in community service in that year.

Wor k experience and community ser mocrek’faarree t wo ac
performing a form of work in return for their <ca
be viewedndsvhdlupaliagobtain certain skills, such
job skills. Most stsatad  hwaowe&k fraate agd omtreadns| airngdes r
activities are relatively prevalent in some stat

QUII OEwW3 UEDPODOIT

Statesumaymost education and training activities
wor k participation s+ &eadmlrtdrsai nlfihreg :e xtcregitniomg i Er @
participant in a paid job. Statesci tcammstoamdee hour
However, engtahjeomentr aimi g i s relatively rare. | r

worek i gi bl e adults included i n t-hégjeopbarttriaciimiantg.on

$EUEEUDOO

For adult recipiegées20Qdaendnebddéen) TABRgagement in
such as secondary school completion, education d
training count only wunder | imited circumstances
Combini ngedvwa &t iaommd wi | | be discussed in a separa

$O01 ET 1 Ewb @ueud ey wu/ EUUDEDXxEUDOO

To be cofpauirddramddambunted by a state toward meet.
member or member s musactail wiot ibees efngraga dmii mi mhm sreu
week inTaemoeglired minimum hours pesr week in a
composition.

Tab7oet |l ines the TANF work partici‘glalt ifoammihlowr s st
standard, the hours requirement varies depending
child. The gener al hours requirememitng st mem aver a
mont h. However, for ainofgl edpandapeatns tabveerreangge ©obf s2i0x

per week during the mio@s hf os acesppauditwco paemdmatche
Morheour s are r-gpagmueé mtedf dermir Ititheed sttopradeemd . flamitl we s ,
combined hours of both parents are considered in
a participant family.

Tabdsehows that certain hocro%aeotfi wiatrite sc,i pvahii loen rmaun
hours nfayplpé edment aities. The concepts of core ar
di scuased in this report
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Table 7.TANF Hours Requirements for the Al -Family Rate and the Two -Parent
Family Rate (Excludes Special Rule for Teen Parents), by Family Type

All -Family Rate Two -Parent Family Rate (Parents may
combine hours)

Two -Parent Two -Parent
Single-Parent Families Receiving Families not
Families with a Federally Funded Receiving Federally
Child Under Age 6 Other Families Child Care Funded Child Care
Total hours An average of 20 An average of 30 An average of 55 An average of 35
requirement hours per week hoursper week  hours per week hours per week
during the month during the month during the month during the month
Required hours An average of 20 An average of 20 An average of 50 An average of 30
in core activities hours per week hours per week  hours per week hours per week
during the month during themonth  during the month during the month
Allowable hours Not applicable Up to an average Up to an average of £ Up to an average of 5
in supplemental of 10 hours per  hours per week hours per week
activities week during the  during the month during the month
month
Source: Table prepared by CRS.
HHS regulations clarify that only actual hours o
standards. However, they ayl.soFocrr epaatiedd aacnt ievxictu seesd
credited for all hours for which an individual [
paid sick | eave). For unpaid activities, the reg

other excesedvabsanyear.

rs in unpaid a
at a 'sesponsib
el parnicipant

The regulations require that ho
supervision requirement means t

u c

h I
participation, petrcoatassawiltpn d

m

t
€

Figéskows a breakdown of the families that were
FY2011 (e. gh ,a fedowigliibed se wintdi vi dual t hat were not
classified based on their statutory hours requir

f teen parents without a high school dipl oma, \
wor k through completion ®fedacandanydschobdl y«
related to empl oyment ;

T single parents with a

child under the age of
wor k through 20 hours of
I

participation in col

f single parents with al c hi | adrrteinc iaeetde 6i mr ol
activities fomn3d0 hours per week;

! twomarent »*f amilies
I n FY2011, the | argest category of families incl
wi t h-sec hpmrod aged child (under the haagef o(f4 86.)7.%)T hoif:
all TANF families included in the participation

single parents with all children aged 6 and ol de
included in the partipaingatainon ireast e.e plrre skeYh2 0eldl ,1 Ot

55 The number of twegparent families that received federally funded child care is very small, and therefore is not shown
on the figure.
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families included in the participation rate, mos
funded child care. I n FY2011, only 0.2% of al | f
t woarent feeckieedt hatderally funded child care.
separately on the figure. Teen parents without a
FY2011 TANF families irmctleuded in the participat:i
Figure 6. TANF F amilies Included in the Work Participation Rate, By Family Type,
FY2011
(Excludes Families with WotEligible Individuals Disregarded from the TANF Work Participation Rate
Calculation)
Two-Parent / Teen Parents
Family without High
10.4% School
2.9%

Single :
Parent, No| 218 e
Child Under
! s nde 48.7%
38.0%

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TN&t&nal Data Files

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF Natiobata Files. Se@ppendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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Teen paéhroeimtreel uded in the TANF wohkvpant spepatlon
for detwhremihneirngt hey aAestagaegmdyi dewmr B.teen par
high school diploma as engaged in woitl irelahedor
to employment for an average of at Il east 20 hour
satisfactory progress toward completion of a sec
l eading to a Gener al Eddecwe s®moal pDevietopamenondop
parent may not counstt aanodwearrdd itfh ea gogsatr g 6 ecti epgact @ eoths o0 a
education. Thehaducatmonectpans30% of those cons
be considered emngndgadtt lomowdh vtoftaitn iomaga | 0o re dtuecean i p
deememngaged’'tihr owagrhk educati on.
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Tab8seows the work ogapehbteqpgre pfharagntosnn iencl uded i n
participation rate. (For minor teens, under t he
or married to heads of households are included i
i ving eitt+etgtsbr as unmarried teens | iving with th

adwlutper vi sad esextclmgled from t he Odarstuicchi pwaotrikon r

el i gi bl &.4% ewesroen sd e elmme dw cernkg at gherdo—+i ghmpd ceuhd antgi dchri g

school, in a GED program, or participating at | e
empl oym&he percent of teen parents without a hig
through education declined fromhd®338e3%gkdr 18hosad
declined to | ess than 10% f or tuhposoen adieed 0lpx.i oThh i
states have to engage and count teens aged 18 an

Table 8. TANF Work Participation ~ Among Teen Parents Included in the Participation
Rate Without a High School Diploma, by Age, FY2011

(Excludes Teen Parents Who Are Not WorEligible Individuals or Who Are Work Eligible Individuals
But Disregarded from the TANF Work Participation Rate Gdéation)

Deemed

Engaged Participating in

Through Other Total

Education Employed Activities Participating
Under gge 17 25.®% 4.6% 4.1% 34.2%
Age 17 33.3 2.4 5.1 40.8
Age 18 20.6 6.4 6.8 33.8
Age 19 9.9 17.0 11.9 38.8
Totals 154 12.0 9.5 36.8

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Note: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differencethndata used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF National Data FilesAppendix B for a discussion of thesdifferences.

" OUUUwOI w/ EUUD B/BEE U@OWaEH0 a2 m®iold Ol
There are some differences in the number of
whet her they have dighisltkdwsndade agestéibdutnon. of
of participapaoenambaogi §iegl éncluded in the part
category in FY2011. Two ersajarre dapparremtc eisn itnh & hfe
singdreent families with children under age 6 are
participati epnartehnatn faarnei Isiiensglwei t h ol der chil dren
participation r atre.f alnnielriee sw-a/si8talv &% fgearph éfuoes i ncl
i the participation rate with a child aged 6 an
ci pat i esrc hramgtead wihtiH da pPNrog e t hat excluded f
€ child are those single parents with an i
a
e

hour

r
n
rticipation rate.

ond difference shown in the figure repres

c
e k. It shows that thke miighftehavte hawdr S omequ impan
of participation. The shamGeswldj siingtle pPpaZ2®Ewe sk wi
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requi+exmeemé¢ded the share of single parents with
week orh@auarsop®P week. The share ofe—sulmjgéet par en
to -A080 per weedxcegdeédemeeatshare of single pare
participating 30 hours or more per week.

Figure 7. Distr ibution of TANF Single Parent Families Included in the TANF Work
Participation Rate by Hours of Participation in Activities and by Presence of a Child
Under Age 6 in the Family, FY2011

(Excludes Families with WotEligible Individuals Disregarded from fh&NF Participation Rate

Calculation)
70%
60% 58.7%
52.0%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% - 16.6%-
11.3% 11.7% 14.3% 12.6%
10% - — 6.7%
1.7%
0% | | e
Zero 1to 19 20 21-29 30 31 and higher
Hours of Participation Per Week
m Single Parent with Child Under 6 = Other single Parent Families

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF Natiobalta Files. Se@ppendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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Fi g8slkows the distrpdmudentonf amhi ITANSE it wol uded i n t
calculation by hour sThfe pamguirei phoiwen-thhmt FY20 Y1 .-
parent families had zeropaowoemts PDadmiplarées cwpre i mor

" OUUUwOIi w/ E
h

have some reported hourspafemptrftamilpia¢és onHowawne m
al so more I|ikely to fall s Rortf-peafwetnieiframhdures e
bet ween one hour and 34 hours of paparieentpati on p

56 The number of tweparent families thateceived federalljunded chid care is small, so making reliable estimates for
this subgroup is problematicTherefore, the figure shows hours for all tparent families.
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f a |l ies ardosubjpequitremand35 -pareontifamsitl i asnowigt
ch d under the a@gpaofisipaiinchudede) nli1® had ho
2thour per week stangaréentAfmamgl okelser advionmg! € 0% h.
one andhohhreipel3OweeXabitfeonmd ar d.ummaeeg of the hour s

Figure 8. Distribution of TANFTwo -Parent Families Included in the TANF Work
Participation Rate by Hours of Participation in Activities, F Y2011

(Excludes Families with Workligible Individuals in Families Disregarded from the TANF Work
Participation Rate)

70%

60%

50%

40% | 37.7%

29.6%
30% +—
20.7%
20% — ——
4 — 0,
10% 4.7% 6.8%
0.5%
0% T T T T T 1
Zero 1to 34 35 36to 54 55 56 and Higher

Hours of Participation Per Week

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Information in this analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes with the official TANF
work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the work participation rates
and the publically available TANF Natiobata Files. SeAppendix B for a discussion of these differences.
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I n general, TANF wor k irpilent se mpdeafsii zeed tahsata gaed u2 &
be in activities that emphasize quick attachment
all ow states to get credit for recipients who co
Tab9le st s t hel dle2s caTialhéydt tciheass si f yi frcgordehem as ei t he
“‘suppl ementgalner al , participati ons isnolae coorr ep raicmairvy
activity used to fully satisfy TANF participatio
supplemental activitiejguwométieon muist hbpadbinei pat iyo
activities, with hours that count only after the
Most of the core activities focus on work or act
work. The notable excaeptioai nhsngpcahiohaiseduedt
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i n an isndliivfiedtuiathe as a sole or primary TANF act.i
educateil an ed.

Table 9.TANF 0Cored6 and OoOSupplemental 6 Wor k Act

0 C o r a&ctivities 1 Unsubsidized employment
1  Subdiized private sector employment
1  Subgized public sector employment
1 Job search anckadiness (Wual limit of six weeks in a fiscal year.

This |Iimit is converted to an O0ho!
Community service

Work experience

On-the-job training

Vocational educational training (limited to 12 monthgim i ndi vi d
Caring br a child of a recipient in community service.

OSuppl ement a
activities

Job skills training dictly related to employment

= =4 | =4 =4 =4 -4 =4

Education directly related to employment (for those without a highostior
equivalent degree)

1  Completion of a secondary schoptogram (for those without a high school or
equivalent degree)

Source: Table prepared by CRS.

a. The limit on job search and readiness is increased to 12 weeks for a state that has an unemployment rate at
|l east 50% above the national average unempl oyment rate
TANF contingency funds.

FigOGskkows that the combination of work and educa
el igibllenpEY2@®@m¥yofd.t he i ndi viplaurgthhisaiimtme!| uded i n
participated i n betllmateddEdodd ainitainedafeodoir ki o i hecsur s

spent in vocational education training, job skil
experience (i.e., endpulcoaytmeonnt dfiorre catnl yi nrdeilvaitdeuda |t ow
di pl oma or GED), and satisfactory school attenda
di pl oma or @EeD.atEeddu caacttiiomi ti es are intended to p
opportunirt yadfvoarn cccameenet ; however, there are | imit.
t hose 4dtaitviatriee £ cau rstsaalvlee kt opwartd ci pati on rate
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Figure 9. Percentage of TANFWork -Eligible Individuals Included in the Work
Participation Rate Who Participated in Work - and Education -Related Activities,
FY2011

(Excludes Individuals in Families Disregarded from the TANF Work Participation Rate Calculation)

60% - 56.2%
50% -
40% -
33.4%
30% -

20% -

10% -
5.9% 4.5%

0% T T T 1
No Hours of Only Work Activities ~ Only Educational Combined Work and
Participation Activities Educational Activities

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY28NFNational Data Files.

Notes: The number of families with no hours of participation in this figure differs from that reporté&dgare

2 andTable 2 because worleligible individuals in families disregarded from the participation rate are excluded
from the analysis in this figureaformation in th analysis differs slightly from the information HHS publishes
with the official TANF work participation rates because of some differences in the data used to compute the
work participation rates and the publically available TANF National Data Filedppeadix B for a discussion

of these differences.

%81 Yhhvw/ EUUPEDxEUDPOOwW1IEUI U

The percent of families incl udoend whno tahree TiAMN Fc rweod
activities for at |l east the minimum required hou
FY2011, the national average work participation
Under TANF, eachnnpuwali <d opralkt iipwanr tr at e i s comput ed &
i ts eff ecrteidviet )(Fasfdthesrdi a wd . eac hs j kY 2 & Xhdma d liylo n

participation rate and-coecmpgar)e sstiatn dtaa dt Heo re ftfheadt
familiedegTMéde KUbne owhehme dijgumiasdihotvipart i on r at e
equal its standard. Thus, -tbdgseejlurnedineti pos mb
met) their standaredgs;eet Hdne Healidwdt teo 9eet t hei
The figure samowditchatonsi idiajmed yt wom&kesttanmhdiar dal i
Cali forni a, Guam, the District of Col umbi a, Mai n
Puerto Rico. I't also shows that 'sheféecsime appa

sandard and its actual partici-pateddbh)ratand8&tdth
participation rates that ranged from 7.3% in Mas
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failed to meet the partgedpéatbon2sB8é&ndar Gubhadt pa

Figure 10.TANF Effective Work Participation Standards and
Work Participation Rates, by State, FY2011

GA, FND hl'Ll'LI'Y

bMS

B0% | pCT States with 0%
Effective Standards Sy
HI K

NE L
Eruu: NH MT, 1o

FL L

Erin

40% AL pE Txp g ‘,PA Al
Wl ap

Cca OH

Participation Rate
Yy
fi
v
v
=

20% p!M [ g MIE

>
FWA A0 OR

aU
0%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% a0%
Effective Standard

Source: Source: Congressional Research Service, based on data from thé&partment of Health and
Human Services (HHS).

Notes: For a tabular presentation of FY2011 TANF effective standards and participation ratd@stdeeA-4.

3UI OEB WD OeadYOw2 UEOEE UE U wE OB w kbl
States first faced the 50% statutory worKk
graduall increased the statutory .§tyaedar w
typical n termssofwotkephrstorpaof omMmANRBLt e.

y
i
effective standards f ar | ower t han 50 %; t he
nei ghborhood of 30% since FY2002.

o
O.
S
x
la'e)

3UI OEUwbOws$i i1 EUPYI w2UEDOEEUEU
A ssaftfeect i vveamMANY wbt k participation standard i
mi nus credits it receives f caseload reducti on

or
TANF maintenance O0&bEkBhows tkhgunummentof jurisdi
effective participation standards of 0%, from 19

Congressional Research Service 41



Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Welfare-to-Work Revisited

49. 9%; and 50% for FKEXQO0OR8t hhooghghF¥FXQ010, 22 | u
faced a 0% work participation standard. I n FY201
credit) wonkF¥ea@ddardnly Guam and sStoaundcarDla.kot a f

Before FY2O0O0e7d,ucctasoenl omads measured from FY1995. T

200 L(.-1 DD9Mmade the change in the credit,), measur i
Bef or e FoYs2tO Oo6f, tnmhe reduction of the work partici
reduction. Nationally, caseloads declined by 57Y%
reduction credits were much reduced in FY2007, w
onfyom FY2005 to FY2006. I n that year, four juri
However, beginning in FY2QQC@&sspdiO&Esobheghnthe cats$
reduction credit, and effectduvedst@ahdaGdsengment
Accountability Office (GAO) found that in FY20009
work participation standards *had they not <cl ai me
The American Recovery and RelLnb & &1 hemwte dActt adfes2Q
experienced caseload increases during the recent

di trse caets spiroen | evel s. Thctsi dmnrse eizne vaoprpk ipeadr toind iyp

ndards through FY2011. Beginning in FY2012, t

al cul ati on iodn tales e xtcaekse® Tdi&Ee cpto wibn chBMh@eZS. w
uce—amwdedpatsenti al | ycrreadiste) epfd retcitti ovpea s(taeftteesrt a n ¢
t either had caseload increases because of th
mp i n‘g xtcees $p MOtEi on of the caseload reduction cr

p .
edi

and

r caseload change from FY2005 to FY2011. Addi't
e ¢

duc

a

O~ ==y o
OTD®TOo —~+—

Table 10. Effective TANF Work Participation Stan  dards for All Families:
FY2002-FY2011

Number of Jurisdictions by Category of Effective Work Participation Standards

Pre-DRA Caseload Reduction Credit Post-DRA Caseload Reduction Credit

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Zero 21 20 18 17 19 4 22 22 22 23
0969.9% 21 15 17 16 14 5 0 1 3 2
10.0%19.9% 7 11 11 14 14 6 10 10 8 8
20.0%29.9% 3 6 3 4 4 10 8 9 11 10
30.0%39.9% 1 0 4 2 2 15 7 7 5 6
40.0%49.9% 0 1 0 0 0 12 4 3 3 3
50% 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services.

57U.S. Government Accountability Officemporary Assistance for Needy Families. State Maintenance of Eftbrt a
Trends. Testimony Before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee On Ways and Means, House of
Representative$sAO-12-713T, May 17, 2012, p. 13.

8U. S. Department of Health and Human Servi ceBamiliesReaut hori z
( TANF) Pr ogr a m;Federal Registe6 FRAHE82 February B, 2008.
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Notes: DRA is the Deficit Reduction Aabf 2005 P.L. 109171). Before the effective year of the DRA (2007),
the caseload reduction credit measured caseload change from FYA®9B5Y2007 and thereafter (po8DRA
caseload reduction credit), the caseload reduction credit measured caseload change from FY2005.

3UI OEUwbOw6 OUOwW/ EUUPEDXxEUDPOOWLIEUI U

Figassehows the national average TANF work partici
feder al rules for FY2002 through FY2011. The r at
grandftiatbhb®e®ere wel fare | aw waivers. (See text box
“gr andf’avtah eyreeg & . )

I n FY2011, th nati onal average TANF work partic
the participation rate hag,frembuaied wedblndeB0O?
entire period. However, as noted previously, mos
rates below 50% because of caseload reduction an

0Grandfathereddé AFDC Waivers Un

After the enatment of the welfare reform law of 1996, states created TANF programs that required work, ar
provided financial incentives and earnings supplements to families that moved into the workforce. Many sta
tested new pr ogr amsl996lavwlused thenwaa therbasissobthew TANIP programs. TANF
allowed states to continue their waiver programs even if they were inconsistent with TANF rules until the
expiration of those waiver programs. States that continued their wallated waivers were @rmitted to have
their programs assessed based on the rules of their waivers rather than those of the federal work participat
standarc?® In general, states that operated under waivers still had to achieve the numerical participation
standards requiredinder the new law. However, they were able to count certain participation that otherwise
woul d not meet the federal definition of oOengag:¢
participation standard, such as extended job search andation. It also included families participating for fewe
hours than required under that federal definition. Further, states were also permitted to exclude from the
participationrate calculation families that were exempted from the welaravork program under their waiver.

A total of 20 states continued their waiver pro
expired in 2007. In FY2Q, all state welfardéo-work programs were assessed using the federal TANF work
participationstandarg.

59 CRS Report R4262Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Welfare WaivgiGene Fh.
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Figure 11.National Average TANF Work Participation Rat e for All Families,
FY2002-FY2011

Based on Federal Rules; Does not Include the Effects e1 #36Work Waivers in FY200FY2007
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200 | 289% o 294% S9%% 306% 297% 204% 29.4% 29.0v 29.5%

20% -

10% -

0% . , | | | | | | | |
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Source: Congressional Research Seryioased on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services.
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y

Hi storical/l , most families paceinti igagmiassas siss
headed by a single mpattteef amHbwegser geceomMe twsei st a
wor k participation standards, these families are
families must be engaermeadntn swornkd,a rtdh ccuaghh atl hbseo thveo
caseload redugti onor eAddiutrisomd| p arptairceinpta tfiaom |a rees
The wornlgi bl e -mauénts fi amitlwioes must participate in
per week in a mont h; i f the famil yourresc epievre swefeekd e

in a month are required (the hours requirement a
parents) .

Many states have avoi-plardenthef amieldy t ©t anecdr d .h eB d fn
states -mardendt tfimepd e est atriSepradc@nt&ams.t ate progr ams
programs with expenditures counted toward the TA
Before FY2007, cash assistance families in separ
parti catpeatdamd trhus nsotwosrukb jpeacrtt itcoi pTéAtNiIFon st andar c
Reduction RAcl.-1ocfDROOGglHit families in separate st
alcuom of TANF participation rates, thus subjec
2007. However, many stasetelhestmoetdunkdese pt a
h expenditures that'saM®OEn@thdc ¢ indugs advflos TatiNbRy a 0 i t
ienscl udi ng wor k @ddr7j2uci pdt c oppamemth Bftiwloi es i n
their TANF .0orOfMOB ecseselfdavdepdrénhtedwoiok meatt it di
andard (Maine, Nevadd, GOampon, Rhode | sl and,
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(OxOPEEUDPOOUWI OUWHEDPODOT wOT I w2UEOEEUE
States that f

a the TANF work participation sta
of a reduced b

a

n

I

ock grant. The TANF statute penal
yeawhioh it f I
each subsequai u

ss ,t owintehe tt hteh ep epiteal dyanrtidnEc e emsii mtgs

[
I
i
It ryearto a maximum of 21% of the b

However:

T The statute provide that the Secretary of HI
tdh severity of the fallure. HHS regul ations s
penalty based on ('$8)paheteigapabebweenta ahdt el
credit standard, (2) any increase in the numi

the prexeldiywgarf,i sand (3) the number of years
standard. A stat-patbhat 6taahdaodl| withehawe it
reduced based on the shar@aoenitt%amaselesad t
c
h

T The statute peomavyesnteéntiateta corrective

HHS. A state that comes into compliance wit
standards based on that plan can have its pet
T The statute provides débéer mheeSebatetbahgr ef wild
“rreasonabflor caaussteat e to have failed its work s
finds such reasonable cause, the state woul d
Thus, states are not necessarily pdesnalHHS dhasnmmed
not made a final penalty deter Mikntaan doanr dso.r st at e
31T 1 wh WYk wHWEUOT OUPAEUDPODOWHI EE
Congress |l ast debated TANF reauthorization propo
President G oTfTHAMF W e8ut hori zation proposal woul d
standard percentage from 50% to 70%, ended the ¢
credit for employed persons whoempbhowgmehe roll s,
activitiess assolae roercippriiemmatr y activity, and raised
per week but provided partial credit for fewer h
Th House passed bill s Aidmé ai [$so rrpartoi poogs seiess tt horfe et h e

caseload reflhet$Seoematce ediinamemo rCtoandni tt h reeee ab islol s t
percent agbheuttbdphtiardd ifnortmb eomhp ltwfy meme credit and
have expanded t he afimpiltoymehtstaatévitto esot mtwapde
stan®ard.

e

during -2h®e5 20rZiheed snaj or change not accepted by t
S
r

Neither -pahseseHb urscer t he Senptea€Eheanwer Eomchopt ed.
the Deficit Re@uctt-l1dD In%cddte dft s2kthslanges to revise

60 These regulations are at 45 C.F.R. §261.51.

61 Working Toward Independence: Maximize Self Sufficiency Through Work and Additional Constructive Activities.
February 200http://georgewbusiwhitehouse.archives.gméwsrtelease200202Avelfarebook04.html

62The Llls areH.R. 4737(107" Congress)passedy the House on May 16, 2008;R. 4(108" Congress), passéy

the House on February 13, 2003; &1d932(109" Congress), passdyy the House on November 18, 2005.

63 The bills approved by thBenate Finance Committee &tdR. 4(108" Congress)as amended, reported on October
3, 2003; andB. 667(109" Congress)ordered reported on March 9, 2005.
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redamctée¢redit, require HHS tbheidstienregohadfowsrk
and require states to verify work participation.

I f Congress would again consider raising partici
hyt ate participation rates hawngabhemant abasiycalle
teady at a littl-el il @islsl ¢.hialmd ikladnaksl, b @l F eWwor km wa
e'ng considered, MDRC (the o4 avaomrmikz gotriogmrr atmsgdt neou
h a the partici papliatne dstaatn dtalhred tbiemen gwacso nmuecrh  h i
chleved i Al aohugrograme moegthaef wewged ¢t &lspteagr ams
at’ks. noted a numberpoaft ,t istheas eise dnwatvéed fsatcaendd anmudcsh
because . Wdwewertdh @ st addjatnido rpaolt ernegsieadricyh experi enc
known what higher participation standard is achi
programs in achieving such a higher standard.

+O000POT w T 1 HEGHOWBOWI EWDIT Uw
[ GuOAIl U0 w
The 200% debate ditlownh resuthornzatiolsl of TANF.

Admi ni stration has not proposed a comprehensive
provided some general’'spdisciuglsé®nto guide Congre

When Congress takes up reauthorizationAthainistration will be prepared to work with

| awmakers to strengt h@maccamplishingitsgogls. Bhimeflort ef f ect i vene
should includeusing performance indicators to drive programprovemeni@and ensuring

that states have thigexibility to engage recipients in the most effectiaetivities to

promote success in the workforcéncluding families with serious barriers to

employmenf®

This section wild/l exami ne hat naudrbreers so fi n srseuaesss & shsa
and wewhbhakei ssues. It
f di scusses some changes in the economic and poc¢
TANF that could affect future di scussions;
f di scusses the (brief) experience of subsidi z:¢
through TANF in 2009 and 2010;

T examines some innovations in education and wi«
be tested in t-hawocknpewgramswehbhhdr e

T di scusses the issues rtewarldi mgodhamsagr aANF v
monitoredssaaed. as

N A~

"TEOT POT w$ Ox0O00a Ol Oww3E U Wu" EQU wep | TwBDHQA |
Hi stor el fhthobar,k wi s 4 we g hieamparause of changing emp
pat ttehmensiincrease in | aborPéons'ten@madid toiwc isppatgil @n mo ft
stay home with thebecamphduwnobradeaprevailing |
behavior of women not on assistance.

64 Gayle Hamilton,The JOBS Evaluation: Monthly Participation Rates imée Sites and Factors Affecting
Participation Levels in Welfareo-Work ProgramsMDRC, July 1995.

65U.S. Department of Health and Human Servi€&&015 Budget in BriefFebruary 2014, p. 117.
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9 %wofmeal le mipH eosyee dr at es had declined2@®@mMe even
0®cedByi @207, the | abor force participation ra
70. 1%, with the empl oyment ratien alhotelb. 0% (abo

TANF defines an adult as a recipient age 20 and
those ages 2ANRBnwWook dpartitbepdti on standards | in
activities. However, the transition from childho
complex, given changes in the economy that requi
dema¥iMasny policy initiatives enacted since the 1
as youth for the purpose¥ of receiving benefits
Duri ng -wehlef aproestr ef orm era, | abor force participa
thedf t(er 2000) it declined for young women in tof
Throughowteltfhaer ep orsetf or m period, enroll ment for vy
educational programs increased.

Tabl®Bhows the employment status of young adults
1994 ¢tlon 220AQ@0, 73. 1% of al | women agwdtBO to 24
67

20

t o

me a s)uTrheess e t r e nbdesy dctodn t i evawesdsi on, with the | abor f
women agddf2a0lioag2t o téh7e. &¥Mpilmo y2rlelnlt anadt e f al |l i ng
year.

Table 11. Employment Sta tus of Young Adults (Age d 20 to 24),
Selected Years 1994-2011

Monthly Averages Over the Year

Labor Force Participation Rate Employment Rate

All Men Women All Men Women
1994 77.0% 83.1% 71.0% 69.5% 74.6% 64.5%
2000 77.8 82.6 73.1 72.2 76.6 67.9
2007 74.4 78.7 70.1 68.4 71.7 65.0
2011 71.3 747 67.8 60.8 63.0 58.7

Source: Congressional Research Seryibased on data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Note: Labor force participation rate is the percent of the population either employed or actively seeking
employment. The employment rate is the percent of the population employed.

The decline in | abor force parti csi paactcioomp afnoire dwo n
by an increase in educat.Tehh®hewsot hgepér dening
young adults enrol laendrfi 8 e hact d2d0tlg esbeppraarlalt pedl dyg r
showing rates of enrolEdmeacat bgnglenederolahcemaigei ge
women throughout this period, even before 2000 a
age group a&sisnhgel sroatien carte whi ch women aged 20 and
education phegreamtrgee pIi 2400003 WBod inBl16 2T he rate at
whi ch women aged 22 to 24 wer & .@emodopicalgse np an ed
during tfhreof8%ZXxiand e2® 00 i ND.23 1

66 CRS Report RL33975/ulnerable Youth: Background and Poligiéy Adrienne L. FernandeSicantara.

67 See AppendiA in CRS Report RL33975/ulnerable Youth: Background and Poligiey Adrienne L. Fernandes
Alcantara for age eligibility rules in programs for youths.
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Table 12. Enroliment in Educational Programs of Young Adults (Age d 20 to 24),
Selected Years 1994 -2011

October of Each Year

Age 20 and 21 Age 22 through 24
All Men Women All Men Women
1994 44.9% 42.7% 47.0% 24.1% 24.2% 23.9%
2000 44.1 41.0 47.3 24.6 23.9 25.3
2007 48.4 43.7 53.3 27.3 254 29.2
2011 52.7 49.2 56.4 311 30.3 32.0

Source: Congressional Research Seryibased on data from the U.S. Census Bureau.

The changing employment and school enroll ment pa
women aged 20 to 24 have al so beteeoar mctcroenpdasni efd b
del ay in the ages of maThriisagceoeaind aitird fhedrvei ryg uan gf i
wome on TANF (who oarhe rp areanbtes)s fbBlrbove et minc ® hoh ¢

counting education toward meeteésngl TANF swbDakepdaAN

programs curtailing thien adbduddtyi o, rteltii piemnulsd tro
reci pients becoming more educationally disadvant
their a%e cohort

2UEUDPEDPATl Ews Ox00a Ol OU
The American Recovery aBRdL FFpilke®eabmeshedcwi bphi g0

emergency cohEChRyenkcgt fpndvi ded $5 billion for F
territories, and t reinlbed utrersdb g mamheaereeagpr ebasdceasp
norecurritreg msithbemtefsdlssi di zed empl oyment .

Oof the $5 billion provided by the ECF, $1.3 bill
increased expenditureBhd oTANRDECH i mreayv iednpd osytmaetnd
with flexibility in designi nFguntdhseicro usludb shiediuzseedd e
subsidize jobs for TANF assistance recipients or
to eitimecromMeawa¢iencl uding noncustodi al parents)
't is estimated that t,h0e00 ANFb E£iCFi Mé&dbpjaab splppoe m
half of the subsidized job placements were for s

adul t (parcdmnutdsi ng n o nfchues tTAAdNiFa IE Cg-a rseurbtss )di zed empl o
was the | arge6GitvenntclkeethleediOfi0Okity afforded by T
developed subsidized empl oyment programs with wi
(@assistance recipienttyspeosr oaf bjroobasd esru bpsoipduil zaetd ,0 ngd mo

68 A recent study examined trends in inequality in collegieyeand completion. The study concluded that there was
increasing advantages for children who grew up indmgbme families in terms of college entry, persistence, and
completion. The increases in inequality in educational outcomes was driven prisgasihmen; Martha J. Bailey and
Susan M. DynarskiGains and Gaps: Changing Inequality in U.S. College Entry and Complétational Bureau of
Economic Research, Working Paper 17633, Cambridge, MA, December 2011.

69U.S. Department of Health and Human Seesj Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation (OPRE),
Administration for Children and FamilieSubsidizing Employment Opportunities for Limgome Families. A Review
of State Employment Programs Created Through the TANF Emergency@RR& Report 2038, December 2011.
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the subsidy, and whet hsera otre nmpootr atrhyeeiasdggbssuirdei zoerd oj
|l onlgasti ng empl oyment .

I n many states,edhlogeTANF | BOBE fswimds deizt her never
assistance or ttloédheamarbryi ndie proov imhee tThheums,inel i gi
t hese pafratmicliipeasntwser e not considered part of the
credimm fumdetrhe he curr ents tToArNdra rwbsr .k alphesintstaitiasi  prbaet! ciyaoun
receives credit for engagement in subsidized emp
TANF assistance.

The TANF ECF expiredAfotnerSetph eenbted a @foyu b Hsl Omany
st attheast oper ated subsiskii zehdredptl tgmemnrnt o adlged mt h e
baskibstantially.

| OOPEaw( OOOYEUDPOOD

As previously mentioned, TANF work standards wer
in the 190804980d. eddlowever, since then there have
policies in the realm of education and training.
context -toomwle!ldgraoc @r ams . Examples of such policie

T Career Pat hway model s, which combine educatio
“stépe,provide advancement in jobs often with
(e.g., the® health sector).

T Programs that integrate -lbeavseilc caadrueletr eadnudc at i o't
technical skills. As discussed above, NEWWS f
empl oyment I mpacts for those who participate
GED, and thesnegomnaoar t oepwesdti on. New program

been devel ompeddtud at biamtcoqrdatdy pedtucati on. An
example of suelesa madglr aims tolpetrddtei.ng i n Wash

1 “Dreoput r égroogemrayms, wreringlhgeeekhotse wdo | eft hig

school without a dipl omahduwnglh eigrulars ehg agrha tse h «
setting devoted to meeting their needs. Some
adults (age$ 20 and ol der).

T Programs in communi tiyn ccoonhel esgteusd etnhtast (tsaorngee to fl «
are parents) and provdiede sfitmamoimpll eit @c & metmes d ¢
and persist in pursuing their educational goc:
progr amsl d aarcd iurdge twhmemmuenigricessps of di sadvantag
students are grouped together in classes and

70U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for
Children and Familieszareer Pathways as a Framework for Program Design and Evaluation. A Working Paper from
the Innovatve Strategies for Increasing S8liifficiency (ISIS) ProjecOPRE Report 20230, May 2012.

" David Jenkins, Matthew Zeidenberg, and Gregory Kidbdlcational Outcomes ofBest. Washington State

Community and Technical Clduchtiorgaad SRills raing Bregram:rFindingsfralmae d Basi ¢
Multivariate AnalysisCommunity College Research Center, Teachers College, Columbia University, May 2009. Note

that the 1Best model was also categorized as a career pathways program in the tepafave.

72Nancy Martin and Samuel HalperWhatever It Takes, How Twelve Communities Are ReconnectirgfSuhool
Youth American Youth Policy Forum, 2006.

73 For example, see Reshma Patel and Lashawn Riclbaygs PerformanceBased Scholarships. Emging Findings
from a National Demonstratig?MDRC, MDRC Policy Brief, May 2012. See also Colleen Sommo, Alexander K.
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The TANF wrak i par tsitandards do not preclude pl aci
these typesnosomeogramsmstances, participation i
countable toward the TANF participation standard
such programs for cash assistance recipients if
Il i mit &gtii.cenagl veodtu sateinaenrall it miati)niorg runs into ot hi
adult basic education obe ES_umtredgy ams not being

~ -

1T EUUUDOT w2UEUT w/ 1T Ui OUOEODEIT w

The Obama Atmipmii sntcri gptliessn f or reauthorization i ncl
performance indicators to drive program i mproven
i mportant i mpl+ioadtrikoms ofgoramseel f ar e

TANF i mposes its work requirements ind+rectly th

currently the numeri c4llt wbo ks ptalrits cii ppdhit i @t Isy ainm
progdgs apm ace i-snt athee A MBdteiasa-baaTsberdo abd ock grant to th
federal goals but a great dTehael ToATNF Iweoxrikb iplairttyi ciin
numeri calasttanhtdar det enlttiiad s ffi onra—rmoe eatstiuopgeentiah eam

the ssatebeir flexibility in ways consistent wit
Noting that TANF Wordkireecgoir emennseaséate the ro
requirements or the importance of what measures

we |l ftamoer k elfhfeorcthsoi ce of measduirmBsthha chaaget behh
of those who design andtawopk ridiméesosteat e pEANP r wnalr
measures candddvandoami ntneiremohean teifofreecatticse uilThceeinrt 1 v ¢
for states to bé&hiatvtei saicthhe htagar g'#ite yb watr emi ssi ng t

An alternative t & -@aosrske spseirnfgo rsmaantcee woealsfeadr eon t he
participation standardsEmrmi hbngxamioempsogsamnou
appealuitcpomes such as job entry or measung the wi
mor e wahpettlhyer TANF i s achieving its goal of endin
government benefits through work.

Howewet come measures can have their own unintenc
the design oThesetmad®t pcomgmamisy cite‘@d@remimnt ended c
ski mmi mgroving performance outcomes stuhcrcoeuegdh ser v
and | eaving bteshemwe.t he har dest

Mayer, and Timothy Rudd, et aCommencement Day: Siear Effects of a Freshman Learning Community at
Kingsborough Community CollegeIDRC, July 2012.

74 The TANF work participation standaids of t en called a “process” medssure, one |
not in itself the desired outcomEh at i s, engagement in activities is to |ead
job. However, because the TANF work participation rate counts those who do have jobs while remaining on the rolls, it

is not in itself a pure process measiBeeU.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for

Children and Families and tiessistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluatieport on Alternative Oabme

MeasuresDecember 200(http://aspe.hhs.goMSPAlt-outcomesO0@dex.htm

5 For an overview of issues redakto performance measurement in public programs, particularly public workforce
programs, se€&he Performance of Performance Standarts James J. Heckman, Carolyn J. Heinrich, Pascal Courty
et al. (Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employmenté&@ash, 2011).

%Gwyn Bevan and Christopher Hood, “What's Measured is What
Heal t h Ca Public Admsistrationvol. 84, no. 3 (August 2006), pp. 5538, quoted in Heckman, et al.,
cited above.
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I n additi on, it can be argued that outcomes do n
progfame families would | eave the cash assistanc
progfhen efefnecstsi of wadarwelpfra@age am cdnivhesbebet measul
program madd hatdiifsf,erddmdcéd:t result in more or spc¢
[

mprapwe t i'cieprapto yaned EBlRhatmi g ?only betmeaswofed b
the i mpact. P&r e ipgy orgesagmrtRerenvi dnprace st lodt |labog f
programs are not nteesmsaut cymeematsedres. short

Evaluation resear chpr gdafrririamuwloant lays su sgarge nit h emed fhto
i ssues of cost, time taken toRpnmdbamcas giegmuurhda rst, a
experiumeat ¢ rytex anwhether a progt dmvihhywdtan i mpact

Given the str eenggft hesa am da pyerakdd®Ess swe-t was &ssing TA
effant @pti on magkt mbhéeti pl e me aEsaucrhe smeoafs uirtes ceofufl edc

pl aced in the context of its strengths and weakn
i nformation fr @ofeo tmeess umegalsturlee more adaptabl e t
changing economic and policy contexts

"OOEOQOUUDOO

TANF was the <cul siionnagt ieovno louft iao nd eocfa daesssi st ance pr
children, most of whomlfcirwad &@i6i, m amidnglte rmdtl leen
policy concerns of the 1980s and 1990s in terms

wor k participation rules admdplpaoddiizegd gormad ssetefdsec
goal s wor k anai meodv pofempamirlaité onas quickly as poss
work. It al-l ometdedn)] gbtsemarch (maxi mum 12 weeks

emphasi zedr noedgecati on and training.

Though TANF emphasizes work,vétadweskmodgomemhbere

who is participbhenghiihdreniivitiiesbddwmani agedef ae
TANF asslistvanice varied settings, with many famil
t hemsel ves to petretoircki ppartoi gornh fisno udemiofFaYf200n f ami | i e s

on the rolls in3a®Wt0y wiea & Ctpoermttiteld ypeastcivet gof f i ci al
TANF work participation rate measugi &l eManeynbeami b
t he parreendissabl ed and receiving SSpar enhte rcehlia tdirvee

(e,.gg.andparents), or the pheewosk apariineilpagtiibdre g

have generally required that est ai é¢ahl ieagiglalgek | es s

i ndividual in countable activities.

I n examining the economic trends among single pa

Congressional Research Service analysis conclude
In the years immediately preceding 1996 welfamf or m, and i n the years since

income safety net has been transformed into one supporting workw@Hahe work
requirements, the end of cash welfare as an-epdad entitlement by limiting the duration

that individuals may receive feddsafunded benefits, and expanded earnings and family
income supplements administered through the federal income tax system have helped to
change the dynamics between work and welfare. The transformed system has helped to

7Janes J. Heckman, Carolyn J. HRuhRerfdrntahce Measums Pledidt fdhge y Smi t h,
I mp a dhe ®erfbrmance of Performance Standarts James J. Heckman, Carolyn J. Heinrich, Pascal Courty, et
al. (Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Irisiite for Employment Research, 2011), pp.-303.
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both reduce si eonltraditiona cashevelfaré and reduce powecty among
their children’®

However, i env et nh eb e2f000rOes ,t h2e0 009 sreetc eobf e itdheec 12i0M0e7 i n t h
assistance rolls slowed, and child -pwoekty began
activity di scttshsee dofifni ctihails praerptoircti pati on rate an
percent agéigf bWwer kndi-wwedruealasl |li nf aicrtliw isttisegsnant o
FY2011 period.

Additionally, the bastetygpekowbwlwedfagabmuit swef fec
whom is |Iittle changed from the time welfare ref
experi mentation that preceded welfare reform pro
experiment slagshhowedvom&nrequirements can increase
receipt, and earnings supplements can also serve
incomes and even improving the devel opment traje
Poswel fare reform research has generated no si mil
policy makers is whether thevogtkatedd oqguc riegasradiin
whet her (and how) policy makermamag wowrandddressnpr
changing needs or opportunities. Another questio
structure of-taog&s pirrog rwensf preopel s or i mpedes pt
address changing ciraeammatgaeances among the disadyv
TANF evolved from a programbheedsbétdoocok gashtweéehht
fund a wide range of benefits and services rel at
of child powe mwtoy.k Yeatr tTIALNNFpat henmapbe obéfmaci al ac
how wel | the program is doing. Policy makers al s
assessing TANF ot gotr kt pebd oirtmanwel, f are whet her at
paid to how weltiteM@d®NFodomeeti ng other goals rela
circumstances of families with children.

78 CRS Report R4191TVelfare, Work, and Poverty Status of Fertaiaded Families with Children: 1982012 by
Thomas Gabe.
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Table A-1. Effective TANF Work Participation Standards for All Families by State: FY2002 -FY2011
Effective Standards are After Caseload Reduction Credits, Including Excess MOE Credits

State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Alabama 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Alaska 8.7 111 6.9 4.8 6.8 325 25.8 21.4 21.4 21.4
Arizona 4.8 13.1 19.6 24.0 11.6 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arkansas 0.0 3.3 4.3 3.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
California 6.7 5.8 3.9 4.5 5.1 32.3 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0
Colorado 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Connecticut 21.0 20.3 20.2 234 234 12.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delaware 6.7 10.2 12.5 17.6 18.2 26.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
District of 11.2 115 13.3 15.3 14.4 325 31.9 31.9 26.0 31.9
Columbia
Florida 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Georgia 0.0 0.0 4.3 5.9 0.0 26.0 13.8 12.3 0.3 0.0
Hawaii 26.6 20.0 16.4 121 0.0 20.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Idaho 15.9 20.0 345 27.9 28.5 43.1 38.1 30.6 30.6 30.6
lllinois 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Indiana 15.4 28.9 354 334 271 46.5 11.3 11.3 11.3 11.3
lowa 6.4 7.3 8.8 11.0 17.3 25.7 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0
Kansas 38.4 41.7 37.6 38.8 38.8 115 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kentucky 2.9 4.5 6.2 10.1 11.9 41.7 36.6 31.9 315 29.4
Louisiana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.0 17.4 15.2 13.6 15.2
Maine 1.9 2.5 0.0 1.1 29 314 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Maryland 6.2 6.5 6.6 6.5 5.2 34.1 31.7 31.7 31.7 31.7
Massachusetts 0.8 4.9 6.3 8.4 8.5 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Michigan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.5 50.0 27.8 25.2 27.8
Minnesota 12.9 14.8 18.6 18.8 14.9 44.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mississippi 125 12.6 17.1 54 4.1 33.5 22.2 20.2 20.2 20.2
Missouri 5.7 5.0 3.7 4.5 2.8 7.4 14.9 14.9 14.9 14.9
Montana 0.0 2.0 10.8 13.2 16.3 26.1 26.0 25.8 25.8 25.8
Nebraska 17.6 24.2 28.7 28.6 311 23.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nevada 4.1 26.2 31.8 10.3 10.7 38.6 34.5 31.2 28.8 31.2
New Hampshire 2.4 6.1 7.8 7.4 8.4 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
New Jersey 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
New Mexico 8.3 84 8.2 12.0 13.2 46.2 15.2 15.2 15.2 15.2
New York 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 115 115 115 115
North Carolina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 221 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
North Dakota 7.5 12.0 14.7 8.8 4.8 44.0 23.1 20.8 20.8 20.8
Ohio 0.0 0.0 9.7 15.7 19.1 46.2 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0
Oklahoma 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.6 28.8 20.6 20.6 20.6
Oregon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 45.1 45.4 45.4 45.4 45.4
Pennsylvania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 19.7 15.8 14.3 15.8
Puerto Rico 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.6 40.3 235 235 235
Rhode Island 229 19.2 154 13.1 10.7 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Carolina 0.7 2.4 3.0 3.0 3.3 29.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Dakota 9.3 12.4 11.7 10.9 13.7 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Tennessee 7.8 11.6 11.6 19.6 191 355 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Texas 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 31.2 19.9 10.8 4.7 7.8
Utah 11.7 17.0 24.6 17.8 27.3 32.6 10.1 54 54 54
Vermont 8.8 7.1 5.7 55 24 23.0 111 11.1 111 111
Virginia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.8 36.0 38.5 37.8 37.8 37.8
Washington 7.0 8.2 8.8 6.9 10.7 111 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
West Virginia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.2 26.3 17.4 17.4 17.4
Wisconsin 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.3 0.0 30.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wyoming 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.3 35.3 34.2 34.2 34.2
Guam 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Virgin Islands 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of States with Effective (After-Credit) TANF Work Participation Standard Equal to:

Zero 21 20 18 17 19 4 22 22 22 23
1%9.9% 21 15 17 16 14 0 1 3 2
10.0%19.9% 7 11 11 14 14 6 10 10 8 8
20.0%29.9% 3 6 3 4 4 10 8 9 11 10
30.0%39.9% 1 0 4 2 2 15 7 7 5 6
40.0%49.9% 0 1 0 0 0 12 4 3 3 3
50% 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2

Source: Congressional Research Service, based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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Table A-2.TANFWork Participation Rates by State: Official Rates (Including Grandfathered Waivers), FY2002 -FY2011
State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Alabama 37.3% 37.1% 37.9% 38.8% 41.8% 34.0% 37.%% 32.%% 37.% 40.8%
Alaska 39.6 41.1 43.6 45.7 45.6 46.8 42.8 37.2 33.3 38.5
Arizona 25.9 13.4 25.5 30.3 29.6 30.0 27.8 27.1 29.1 335
Arkansas 214 22.4 27.3 28.3 27.9 35.3 38.8 37.1 34.1 36.1
California 27.3 24.0 23.1 25.9 222 22.3 25.1 26.8 26.2 27.8
Colorado 35.9 32,5 34.7 25.8 30.0 27.3 323 37.8 33.6 32.1
Connecticut 26.6 30.6 24.3 33.8 30.8 28.8 25.3 34.4 37.2 59.2
Delaware 25.8 18.2 22.1 22.6 25.3 32.7 48.8 375 38.8 39.0
District of Columbia 16.4 23.1 18.2 235 17.1 35.0 49.6 235 15.0 20.0
Florida 304 33.1 40.4 38.0 41.0 64.2 424 46.1 475 44.8
Georgia 8.2 10.9 24.8 57.2 64.9 54.2 59.0 57.1 67.5 66.0
Hawaii 58.8 65.8 70.5 35.5 37.3 28.7 34.4 40.3 47.6 51.2
Idaho 40.7 43.7 41.0 39.9 44.2 53.0 59.5 52.0 49.5 51.6
lllinois 58.4 57.8 46.1 43.0 53.0 55.5 42.6 49.3 49.1 44.1
Indiana 62.6 40.3 36.3 30.9 26.7 27.5 29.4 17.5 19.2 19.5
lowa 51.2 45.1 50.0 47.8 39.0 40.2 411 35.4 34.8 37.6
Kansas 84.8 87.9 88.0 86.7 77.2 12.8 19.6 23.9 27.2 27.6
Kentucky 324 32.8 38.1 39.7 44.6 38.2 38.0 37.3 46.4 52.5
Louisiana 38.7 34.6 354 34.6 384 42.2 40.0 34.4 27.4 25.3
Maine 445 27.7 32.1 28.3 26.6 21.9 11.4 16.8 19.7 19.1
Maryland 8.3 9.1 16.0 20.5 445 46.7 36.9 44.0 40.7 43.6
Massachusetts 60.9 61.0 60.0 59.9 13.6 17.0 44.7 47.5 22.2 7.3
Michigan 28.9 25.3 24.5 22.0 21.6 28.0 33.6 27.9 22.8 26.6
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Minnesota 40.4 25.0 26.8 28.9 30.3 28.1 29.9 29.8 40.2 43.9
Mississippi 18.5 17.2 21.0 22.6 35.5 61.9 63.2 67.5 66.3 65.1
Missouri 254 28.0 19.5 20.0 18.7 14.0 14.2 13.2 17.5 14.4
Montana 84.2 85.9 92.7 83.1 79.2 46.4 44.2 44.2 51.6 49.0
Nebraska 28.1 334 345 31.8 32.0 23.0 51.2 50.3 49.5 51.9
Nevada 21.6 22.3 345 42.3 47.8 34.0 42.1 394 37.6 37.8
New Hampshire 41.8 28.2 30.2 24.6 241 42.0 47.4 46.5 46.6 49.2
New Jersey 36.4 35.0 34.6 29.0 29.2 33.0 18.9 20.1 19.9 17.5
New Mexico 42.7 42.0 46.2 41.6 42.3 36.4 375 43.1 42.5 42.0
New York 38.5 37.1 37.8 35.2 37.8 38.0 37.3 334 35.0 33.8
North Carolina 27.4 25.3 314 27.5 324 324 24.5 32.3 371 49.5
North Dakota 30.4 27.0 25.3 31.4 51.9 58.7 50.2 61.0 68.7 67.6
Ohio 56.3 62.3 65.2 58.3 54.9 23.7 24.5 23.3 23.1 27.3
Oklahoma 26.7 29.2 33.2 34.0 32.9 38.1 29.2 23.0 24.3 24.9
Oregon 61.1 60.0 321 14.9 15.2 14.7 24.1 9.5 8.4 14.1
Pennsylvania 10.4 9.9 7.1 15.2 26.1 48.9 38.6 45.8 46.0 39.3
Puerto Rico 5.6 6.1 7.5 13.1 13.1 8.2 11.6 8.7 8.6 11.8
Rhode Island 24.6 24.3 23.7 24.2 24.9 26.8 17.5 13.8 12.0 11.0
South Carolina 524 54.3 53.7 54.3 49.5 53.3 51.7 451 37.2 37.3
South Dakota 42.5 46.1 54.8 57.5 57.9 53.5 62.2 59.4 61.4 56.7
Tennessee 41.2 42.7 50.6 52.1 57.2 45.9 25.2 255 26.5 27.4
Texas 30.8 28.1 34.2 38.9 42.0 34.6 29.3 37.0 36.1 394
Utah 27.9 28.1 26.2 30.3 42.5 49.8 37.6 32.6 33.8 26.3
Vermont 21.4 24.3 24.9 224 22.2 224 23.2 29.0 34.9 40.5
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Virginia 42.9 44.6 50.1 46.3 53.9 43.5 45.4 44.3 42.9 44.0
Washington 49.8 46.2 35.4 38.6 36.1 254 18.3 23.0 24.2 15.0
West Virginia 19.2 14.2 11.7 16.3 26.2 15.4 17.6 19.6 25.9 32.9
Wisconsin 69.4 67.2 61.3 44.3 36.2 36.7 37.1 39.9 42.5 37.6
Wyoming 82.9 83.0 77.8 82.1 77.2 65.4 50.5 61.3 63.4 68.7
Guam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.3
Virgin Islands 17.7 5.0 10.6 16.9 14.5 17.1 15.5 7.1 9.2 8.4
Number of States with Participation Rates Equal to:

0%9.9% 4 5 3 1 1 2 1 4 4 3
10.0%19.9% 5 5 5 5 6 6 9 8
20.0%29.9% 14 16 13 16 13 13 12 12 11 9
30.0%39.9% 10 9 16 16 13 14 12 15 14 13
40.09%49.9% 9 9 5 7 11 10 12 11 13 11
50% or more 12 10 12 9 10 9 8 7 6 10

Source: Congressional Research Service, based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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Table A-3.TANF Work Participation Rates for All Families Excluding the Effects of Grandfathered Waivers by State:

FY2002-FY2011

State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Alabama 37.3% 37.1% 37.% 38.6% 41.8% 34.00 37.%0 32.%% 37.1% 40.8%
Alaska 39.6 41.1 43.6 45.7 45.6 46.8 42.8 37.2 33.3 38.5
Arizona 25.9 13.4 25.5 30.3 29.6 30.0 27.8 27.1 201 33.5
Arkansas 214 22.4 27.3 28.3 27.9 35.3 38.8 37.1 34.1 36.1
California 27.3 24.0 23.1 25.9 22.2 22.3 251 26.8 26.2 27.8
Colorado 35.9 325 34.7 25.8 30.0 27.3 32.3 37.8 33.6 321
Connecticut 26.6 30.6 243 33.8 30.8 28.8 25.3 34.4 37.2 59.2
Delaware 11.7 18.2 221 22.6 25.3 32.7 48.8 375 38.8 39.0
District of Columbia 16.4 23.1 18.2 23.5 171 35.0 49.6 23.5 15.0 20.0
Florida 30.4 33.1 40.4 38.0 41.0 64.2 42.4 46.1 47.5 44.8
Georgia 8.2 10.9 24.8 57.2 64.9 54.2 59.0 57.1 67.5 66.0
Hawaii 325 34.6 40.3 355 37.3 28.7 34.4 40.3 47.6 51.2
Idaho 40.7 43.7 41.0 39.9 44.2 53.0 59.5 52.0 49.5 51.6
lllinois 58.4 57.8 46.1 43.0 53.0 55.5 42.6 49.3 49.1 44.1
Indiana 45.3 40.3 36.3 30.9 26.7 27.5 294 175 19.2 195
lowa 51.2 45.1 50.0 47.8 39.0 40.2 41.1 354 34.8 37.6
Kansas 37.6 32.4 88.0 86.7 77.2 12.8 19.6 23.9 27.2 27.6
Kentucky 324 32.8 38.1 39.7 44.6 38.2 38.0 37.3 46.4 52.5
Louisiana 38.7 34.6 35.4 34.6 38.4 42.2 40.0 34.4 27.4 253
Maine 44.5 27.7 32.1 28.3 26.6 21.9 114 16.8 19.7 19.1
Maryland 8.3 9.1 16.0 20.5 44.5 46.7 36.9 44.0 40.7 43.6
Massachusetts 9.2 8.4 10.3 12.6 13.6 17.0 44.7 47.5 22.2 7.3
Michigan 28.9 25.3 245 22.0 216 28.0 33.6 27.9 22.8 26.6
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Minnesota 31.2 25.0 26.8 28.9 30.3 28.1 29.9 29.8 40.2 43.9
Mississippi 18.5 17.2 21.0 22.6 35.5 61.9 63.2 67.5 66.3 65.1
Missouri 254 28.0 19.5 20.0 18.7 14.0 14.2 13.2 17.5 14.4
Montana 37.9 37.4 86.7 83.1 79.2 46.4 44.2 44.2 51.6 49.0
Nebraska 22.8 294 345 31.8 32.0 23.0 51.2 50.3 49.5 51.9
Nevada 21.6 22.3 345 42.3 47.8 34.0 42.1 394 37.6 37.8
New Hampshire 32.6 28.2 30.2 24.6 241 42.0 47.4 46.5 46.6 49.2
New Jersey 36.4 35.0 34.6 29.0 29.2 33.0 18.9 20.1 19.9 17.5
New Mexico 42.7 42.0 46.2 41.6 42.3 36.4 375 43.1 42.5 42.0
New York 38.5 37.1 37.8 35.2 37.8 38.0 37.3 334 35.0 33.8
North Carolina 27.4 25.3 314 27.5 324 324 24.5 32.3 371 49.5
North Dakota 30.4 27.0 25.3 31.4 51.9 58.7 50.2 61.0 68.7 67.6
Ohio 56.1 62.2 65.2 58.3 54.9 23.7 24.5 23.3 23.1 27.3
Oklahoma 26.7 29.2 33.2 34.0 32.9 38.1 29.2 23.0 24.3 24.9
Oregon 8.0 14.7 321 14.9 15.2 14.7 24.1 9.5 8.4 14.1
Pennsylvania 10.4 9.9 7.1 15.2 26.1 48.9 38.6 45.8 46.0 39.3
Puerto Rico 5.6 6.1 7.5 13.1 13.1 8.2 11.6 8.7 8.6 11.8
Rhode Island 24.6 24.3 23.7 24.2 24.9 26.8 17.5 13.8 12.0 11.0
South Carolina 30.2 28.6 53.7 54.3 49.5 53.3 51.7 451 37.2 37.3
South Dakota 42.5 46.1 54.8 57.5 57.9 53.5 62.2 59.4 61.4 56.7
Tennessee 14.3 13.4 13.0 14.3 16.8 45.9 25.2 255 26.5 27.4
Texas 21.1 28.1 34.2 38.9 42.0 34.6 29.3 37.0 36.1 39.4
Utah 27.9 28.1 26.2 30.3 42.5 49.8 37.6 32.6 33.8 26.3
Vermont 21.4 24.3 24.9 224 22.2 224 23.2 29.0 34.9 40.5
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State 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Virginia 22.6 29.9 50.1 46.3 53.9 43.5 45.4 44.3 42.9 44.0
Washington 49.8 46.2 35.4 38.6 36.1 25.4 18.3 23.0 24.2 15.0
West Virginia 19.2 14.2 11.7 16.3 26.2 15.4 17.6 19.6 25.9 32.9
Wisconsin 69.4 67.2 61.3 44.3 36.2 36.7 37.1 39.9 42.5 37.6
Wyoming 82.9 83.0 77.8 82.1 77.2 65.4 50.5 61.3 63.4 68.7
Guam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.3
Virgin Islands 17.7 5.0 10.6 16.9 14.5 17.1 15.5 7.1 9.2 8.4
States with Participation Rates Equal to:

0%9.9% 6 6 3 1 1 2 1 4 4 3
10.0%19.9% 7 7 7 7 7 6 9 5 6 8
20.0%29.9% 15 19 13 16 13 13 12 12 11 9
30.09%39.9% 15 11 16 16 13 14 12 15 14 13
40.0%49.9% 6 7 6 7 11 10 12 11 13 11
50.0% and more 5 4 9 7 9 9 8 7 6 10

Source: Congressional Resear&ervice, based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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Table A-4.TANF Effective Work Participation Standards and
Work Participation Rates: FY2011

All -Family Standard Two -Parent Standard
Effective Effective
(After (After
Credit) Participation Met Credit) Participation Met
State Standard Rate Standard?  Standards Rate Standard?
Alabama 0.0% 40.86  Yes 0.0% 34.36 Yes
Alaska 214 385 Yes 51.0 62.6 Yes
Arizona 0.0 335 Yes 30.5 73 Yes
Arkansas 0.0 36.1 Yes 0.0 24.8 Yes
California 29.0 27.8 No 0.0 33.9 Yes
Colorado 0.0 321 Yes 4.1 23.6 Yes
Connecticut 0.0 59.2 Yes NA NA NA
Delaware 0.0 39.0 Yes NA NA NA
District of Columbia 31.9 20.0 No NA NA NA
Florida 0.0 44.8 Yes 0.0 56.1 Yes
Georgia 0.0 66.0 Yes NA NA NA
Hawaii 0.0 51.2 Yes 9.6 63.7 Yes
Idaho 30.6 51.6 Yes NA NA NA
lllinois 0.0 44.1 Yes NA NA NA
Indiana 11.3 19.5 Yes 0.0 16 Yes
lowa 24.0 37.6 Yes 0.0 32.6 Yes
Kansas 0.0 27.6 Yes 0.0 31 Yes
Kentucky 29.4 52.5 Yes 40.0 49.6 Yes
Louisiana 15.2 253 Yes NA NA NA
Maine 475 19.1 No 87.5 18.7 No
Maryland 31.7 43.6 Yes NA NA NA
Massachusetts 0.0 7.3 Yes NA NA NA
Michigan 27.8 26.6 No NA NA NA
Minnesota 0.0 43.9 Yes NA NA NA
Mississippi 20.2 65.1 Yes NA NA NA
Missouri 14.9 14.4 No NA NA NA
Montana 25.8 49.0 Yes 19.7 58.6 Yes
Nebraska 0.0 51.9 Yes NA NA NA
Nevada 31.2 37.8 Yes 71.2 46.3 No
New Hampshire 0.0 49.2 Yes NA NA NA
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All -Family Standard Two -Parent Standard
Effective Effective
(After (After
Credit) Participation Met Credit) Participation Met
State Standard Rate Standard?  Standards Rate Standard?
New Jersey 0.0 17.5 Yes NA NA NA
New Mexico 15.2 42.0 Yes 0.0 49.2 Yes
New York 115 33.8 Yes NA NA NA
North Carolina 0.0 49.5 Yes 0.0 66.7 Yes
North Dakota 20.8 67.6 Yes NA NA NA
Ohio 42.0 27.3 No 10.1 29.5 Yes
Oklahoma 20.6 24.9 Yes NA NA NA
Oregon 454 14.1 No 85.4 7.4 No
Pennsylvania 15.8 39.3 Yes 13.0 61.6 Yes
Puerto Rico 23.5 11.8 No NA NA NA
Rhode Island 0.0 11.0 Yes 30.7 8.3 No
South Carolina 0.0 37.3 Yes NA NA NA
South Dakota 50.0 56.7 Yes NA NA NA
Tennessee 0.0 27.4 Yes 0.0 0 Yes
Texas 7.8 394 Yes NA NA NA
Utah 54 26.3 Yes NA NA NA
Vermont 11.1 40.5 Yes 0.0 45.7 Yes
Virginia 37.8 44.0 Yes NA NA NA
Washington 0.0 15.0 Yes 0.0 14.8 Yes
West Virginia 17.4 32.9 Yes NA NA NA
Wisconsin 0.0 37.6 Yes 0.0 22 Yes
Wyoming 34.2 68.7 Yes 25.3 80.4 Yes
Guam 50.0 23 No 90.0 15 No
Virgin Islands 0.0 8.4 Yes NA NA NA
Number of states that:
Met gandard 45 22
Failed sandard 9 5
Not applicable 0 27

Source: Congressional Research Service, based on data from thé&dpartment of Health and Human
Services.
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Table A-5.TANF Families Receiving Assistance, by Type of Family and State: FY2011
As a Percentage of All TANF Families Receiving Assistance

No Work - Single- Two -
Eligible Parent Parent
State Individual Family Family Total
Alabama 35.0% 64.3% 0.7 100.0%
Alaska 29.8 60.5 9.6 100.0
Arizona 40.7 55.9 3.3 100.0
Arkansas 38.6 58.7 2.7 100.0
California 34.1 54.7 11.2 100.0
Colorado 41.8 50.7 7.5 100.0
Connecticut 46.0 54.0 0.0 100.0
Delaware 54.2 45.2 0.6 100.0
District of Columbia 26.5 73.5 0.0 100.0
Florida 71.6 26.4 2.0 100.0
Georgia 81.8 18.2 0.0 100.0
Hawaii 26.4 53.8 19.8 100.0
Idaho 89.3 10.7 0.0 100.0
lllinois 50.1 49.9 0.0 100.0
Indiana 33.2 60.4 6.4 100.0
lowa 27.7 66.3 6.0 100.0
Kansas 27.6 63.0 9.4 100.0
Kentucky 60.5 36.9 2.6 100.0
Louisiana 64.3 35.7 0.0 100.0
Maine 16.4 70.2 13.3 100.0
Maryland 40.7 59.3 0.0 100.0
Massachusetts 38.7 60.3 1.0 100.0
Michigan 28.5 71.5 0.0 100.0
Minnesota 42.9 57.1 0.0 100.0
Mississippi 41.2 58.8 0.0 100.0
Missouri 22.2 77.8 0.0 100.0
Montana 39.0 51.1 9.9 100.0
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No Work - Single- Two -
Eligible Parent Parent
State Individual Family Family Total
Nebraska 46.1 53.9 0.0 100.0
Nevada 46.0 44.1 9.9 100.0
New Hampshire 42.1 55.5 2.4 100.0
New Jersey 27.6 72.4 0.0 100.0
New Mexico 34.2 56.6 9.2 100.0
New York 40.7 57.9 1.4 100.0
North Carolina 70.9 27.7 14 100.0
North Dakota 26.8 73.2 0.0 100.0
Ohio 47.0 45.3 7.7 100.0
Oklahoma 57.9 42.1 0.0 100.0
Oregon 24.1 65.2 10.7 100.0
Pennsylvania 37.0 61.2 1.9 100.0
Rhodelsland 344 57.7 7.9 100.0
South Carolina 14.7 85.3 0.0 100.0
South Dakota 67.2 32.8 0.0 100.0
Tennessee 32.2 65.7 2.0 100.0
Texas 65.9 34.1 0.0 100.0
Utah 46.9 53.1 0.0 100.0
Vermont 40.4 47.5 12.1 100.0
Virginia 36.9 63.1 0.0 100.0
Washington 39.4 50.6 10.0 100.0
West Virginia 46.9 53.1 0.0 100.0
Wisconsin 45.7 51.7 2.6 100.0
Wyoming 70.2 28.4 15 100.0
Guam 51.6 33.2 15.2 100.0
Puerto Rico 10.8 89.2 0.0 100.0
Virgin Islands 14.0 86.0 0.0 100.0
Total 39.1 55.2 5.7 100.0

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.
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Table A-6.TANF Families Receiving Assistance, by Work Participation Rate Status
and State: FY2011

As a Percentagefd\ll TANF Families Receiving Assistance

No Work -
Eligible Disregarded In Participation
State Individual from the Rate Rate Total
Alabama 35.00 10.9% 54.2%6 100.0%0
Alaska 29.8 8.6 61.6 100.0
Arizona 40.7 7.7 51.6 100.0
Arkansas 38.6 13.4 47.9 100.0
California 34.1 4.3 61.6 100.0
Colorado 41.8 6.7 51.5 100.0
Connecticut 46.0 12.5 415 100.0
Delaware 54.2 11.6 34.2 100.0
District of Columbia 26.5 18.0 55.5 100.0
Florida 71.6 5.2 23.2 100.0
Georgia 81.8 2.9 15.3 100.0
Hawaii 26.4 5.2 68.4 100.0
Idaho 89.3 1.8 8.9 100.0
lllinois 50.1 3.6 46.4 100.0
Indiana 33.2 10.0 56.8 100.0
lowa 27.7 5.8 66.6 100.0
Kansas 27.6 11.5 60.9 100.0
Kentucky 60.5 7.8 31.7 100.0
Louisiana 64.3 4.2 315 100.0
Maine 16.4 2.0 81.6 100.0
Maryland 40.7 12.1 47.2 100.0
Massachusetts 38.7 10.1 51.1 100.0
Michigan 28.5 155 56.0 100.0
Minnesota 42.9 14.3 42.8 100.0
Mississippi 41.2 134 45.4 100.0
Missouri 22.2 10.9 66.9 100.0
Montana 39.0 194 41.6 100.0
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No Work -
Eligible Disregarded In Participation
State Individual from the Rate Rate Total
Nebraska 46.1 6.4 47.4 100.0
Nevada 46.0 3.1 50.9 100.0
New Hampshire 42.1 12.4 45.5 100.0
New Jersey 27.6 9.1 63.3 100.0
New Mexico 34.2 10.0 55.8 100.0
New York 40.7 4.2 55.1 100.0
North Carolina 70.9 6.9 22.1 100.0
North Dakota 26.8 34.1 39.1 100.0
Ohio 47.0 6.9 46.1 100.0
Oklahoma 57.9 7.8 34.3 100.0
Oregon 24.1 7.8 68.1 100.0
Pennsylvania 37.0 12.3 50.7 100.0
Rhode Island 34.4 7.3 58.3 100.0
South Carolina 14.7 17.8 67.4 100.0
South Dakota 67.2 8.6 24.1 100.0
Tennessee 32.2 14.0 53.8 100.0
Texas 65.9 25 31.6 100.0
Utah 46.9 0.0 53.1 100.0
Vermont 40.4 10.4 49.2 100.0
Virginia 36.9 9.9 53.2 100.0
Washington 39.4 9.9 50.7 100.0
West Virginia 46.9 9.5 43.6 100.0
Wisconsin 45.7 12.7 41.7 100.0
Wyoming 70.2 5.0 24.8 100.0
Guam 51.6 2.3 46.1 100.0
Puerto Rico 10.8 7.2 82.1 100.0
Virgin Islands 14.0 0.0 86.0 100.0
Total 39.1 7.4 53.5 100.0

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.
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Table A-7.TANF Families Included in the Work Participation Rate,
by Family Type and State, FY2011

Family Type Based on Minimum Hours Requirements Under the TANF Work Participation Standards

Two -
Parent Two -
Teen Single Family Parent
Parents Parents Single Not Family
without a with a Parents All Receiving Receiving
High Child Children Federally Federally
School Under the Age 6 and Funded Funded
State Diploma Age of 6 Older Child Care  Child Care Totals

Alabama 1.%% 64.%% 32.%% 1.2% 0.1% 100.0%
Alaska 2.6 50.4 33.0 13.1 0.8 100.0
Arizona 2.3 55.7 36.3 5.3 0.3 100.0
Arkansas 4.0 65.4 25.2 4.7 0.6 100.0
California 1.9 41.4 38.6 18.1 0.0 100.0
Colorado 6.5 49.2 30.0 14.3 0.0 100.0
Connecticut 5.5 68.2 26.4 0.0 0.0 100.0
Delaware 1.9 68.8 27.6 14 0.2 100.0
District of 1.6 72.8 25.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Columbia
Florida 1.4 58.7 31.3 6.3 2.3 100.0
Georgia 8.4 67.6 24.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Hawaii 0.5 41.6 29.1 28.1 0.8 100.0
Idaho 4.6 67.8 27.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
lllinois 6.0 67.2 26.9 0.0 0.0 100.0
Indiana 3.2 50.8 34.9 10.6 0.5 100.0
lowa 3.8 46.9 40.6 8.8 0.0 100.0
Kansas 3.5 45.9 354 14.5 0.8 100.0
Kentucky 4.8 61.4 25.8 7.2 0.9 100.0
Louisiana 4.8 71.2 24.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Maine 1.6 374 44.6 16.2 0.1 100.0
Maryland 31 65.2 31.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Massachusetts 2.7 58.4 37.0 1.9 0.0 100.0
Michigan 24 57.5 40.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Minnesota 8.1 51.9 40.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
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Two -

Parent Two -

Teen Single Family Parent

Parents Parents Single Not Family

without a with a Parents All Receiving Receiving
High Child Children Federally Federally
School Under the Age 6 and Funded Funded
State Diploma Age of 6 Older Child Care  Child Care Totals

Mississippi 59 77.1 171 0.0 0.0 100.0
Missouri 5.2 58.3 36.5 0.0 0.0 100.0
Montana 1.8 53.6 30.0 14.7 0.0 100.0
Nebraska 1.6 48.8 49.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Nevada 45 48.6 27.7 19.2 0.0 100.0
New Hampshire 2.2 45.1 47.4 5.2 0.1 100.0
New Jersey 2.3 58.4 39.3 0.0 0.0 100.0
New Mexico 24 49.4 33.6 13.7 0.9 100.0
New York 2.8 37.3 57.4 2.3 0.3 100.0
North Carolina 4.4 66.3 23.0 6.0 0.3 100.0
North Dakota 2.0 70.2 27.9 0.0 0.0 100.0
Ohio 21 50.8 30.4 16.3 0.4 100.0
Oklahoma 6.3 62.9 30.8 0.0 0.0 100.0
Oregon 1.7 374 455 15.1 0.4 100.0
Pennsylvania 6.0 63.8 26.6 3.2 0.5 100.0
Rhode Island 5.6 51.4 29.7 13.2 0.1 100.0
South Carolina 6.2 72.7 21.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
South Dakota 31 65.9 31.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Tennessee 4.8 56.9 34.9 3.4 0.0 100.0
Texas 2.6 60.3 37.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Utah 25 55.8 41.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Vermont 3.0 29.0 44.0 24.0 0.0 100.0
Virginia 2.2 54.2 43.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
Washington 35 40.3 37.0 19.3 0.0 100.0
West Virginia 2.9 60.5 36.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
Wisconsin 7.7 56.9 30.3 4.8 0.3 100.0
Wyoming 0.7 57.6 36.3 54 0.0 100.0
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Two -
Parent Two -
Teen Single Family Parent
Parents Parents Single Not Family
without a with a Parents All Receiving Receiving
High Child Children Federally Federally
School Under the Age 6 and Funded Funded
State Diploma Age of 6 Older Child Care  Child Care Totals
Guam 3.7 0.0 64.1 31.7 0.6 100.0
Puerto Rico 4.6 49.8 45.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
Virgin Islands 8.9 73.0 18.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Totals 2.9 48.7 38.0 10.2 0.1 100.0

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Table A-8.TANF Sanctions and Sanction Rates by State: FY2011

Families on the Rolls Families Leaving the Rolls
Number of Number of Combined
Families Percent Families Percent Sanction
State Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Rate

Alabama 788 3.%% 451 24.68% 4.9%
Alaska 175 4.9 6 1.7 4.6
Arizona 258 14 0 0.0 13
Arkansas 531 6.5 3 0.6 6.2
California 43,952 7.3 6,986 13.9 7.8
Colorado 251 21 49 6.0 23
Connecticut 277 17 26 2.6 17
Delaware 97 1.8 148 59.2 4.2
District of Columbia 695 7.9 0 0.0 7.0
Florida 610 1.1 1,300 204 3.1
Georgia 122 0.6 14 1.3 0.6
Hawaii 0 0.0 227 331 2.3
Idaho 0 0.0 25 22.9 1.3
lllinois 1,243 4.4 0 0.0 4.0
Indiana 77 0.3 2,391 53.7 7.6
lowa 0 0.0 23 15 0.1
Kansas 0 0.0 214 16.1 1.3
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Families on the Rolls Families Leaving the Rolls
Number of Number of Combined
Families Percent Families Percent Sanction
State Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Rate

Kentucky 1,103 3.6 418 15.3 4.5
Louisiana 0 0.0 293 34.3 2.6
Maine 626 5.6 0 0.0 53
Maryland 9 0.0 888 25.6 3.1
Massachusetts 2,457 4.9 159 6.5 4.9
Michigan 0 0.0 1,513 28.2 21
Minnesota 1,013 4.4 116 5.0 4.4
Mississippi 23 0.2 374 39.8 3.1
Missouri 5,366 14.9 0 0.0 13.8
Montana 42 1.2 186 34.8 5.7
Nebraska 40 0.6 214 31.8 3.5
Nevada 0 0.0 123 12,5 1.0
New Hampshire 399 7.7 108 26.1 9.1
New Jersey 2,296 6.6 0 0.0 6.1
New Mexico 1,629 8.0 926 34.8 11.1
New York 5,563 4.5 0 0.0 4.2
North Carolina 18 0.1 864 43.3 3.5
North Dakota 202 111 35 15.8 11.6
Ohio 3 0.0 1,949 19.2 1.8
Oklahoma 1 0.0 453 38.9 45
Oregon 329 1.1 57 2.7 1.2
Pennsylvania 5901 1.0 0 0.0 0.9
Rhode Island 217 3.3 71 8.2 3.9
South Carolina 17 0.1 469 27.8 25
South Dakota 43 13 119 38.0 4.5
Tennessee 0 0.0 1,453 31.5 2.2
Texas 0 0.0 551 13.3 1.0
Utah 0 0.0 138 249 21
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Families on the Rolls Families Leaving the Rolls
Number of Number of Combined
Families Percent Families Percent Sanction
State Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Rate

Vermont 103 3.6 0 0.0 2.8
Virginia 0 0.0 191 9.9 0.5
Washington 2,730 4.4 292 5.0 4.4
West Virginia 411 4.0 149 16.8 5.0
Wisconsin 4,909 19.0 0 0.0 17.9
Wyoming 12 4.0 2 7.0 4.2
Guam 1 0.0 1 1.0 0.1
Puerto Rico 339 2.2 13 5.2 23
Virgin Islands 41 9.0 0 0.2 8.4
Totals 79,607 4.3 23,985 15.4 51

Source: Congressional Research Service tabulations of the FY2011 TANF National Data Files.

Notes: Combined sanctioned rate represents the sum of families on the rolls with benefits reduced because of
sanctions and families with cases closed because of failure to work or comply with an activity requirement
divided by the sum of total families on the rolls and the total number of families leaving the rolls in a month.
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